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IV.7  Individual DEIR Mailed Comments 
P-151 to P-182 

 
This section presents responses to individual public comments (i.e., not form letter or form letter 
based) received the U.S. mail or other non-electronic delivery services. The responses immediately 
follow each letter and are organized in the same order as the comments in each letter. Several of the 
letters included attachments. Attachments were not included herein if our response did not directly 
reference the attachment. 
 
Mailed comment submissions with multiple copies of a single letter format will be addressed in one 
sample from each type of form letter. Those with additional comments added will be addressed 
individually if the comment is substantive and thus warrants a separate response. 
 
There will not be comment letters for every number within the series because some letters dropped if 
they were duplicates or if they were found to be form letters.  Form letters are responded to in their 
own section of the FEIR 
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Mailed Letter P-158 
 
 
Response to Comment  
Support for Alternative D noted.  Alternative G was developed by blending the elements and 
management strategies of several Alternatives, including Alternative D. This includes accelerated 
implementation of the Road Management Plan, a reduction in the use of even-age management and 
clearcutting, a reduction in the planned timber harvest level, an increase in the area dedicated to 
development of late-seral forest conditions, an increase in resource protection and restoration 
measures, such as snag retention and LWD placement, and a management emphasis on research, 
demonstration and education. 
 
The scope of public comments received indicate that there is no alternative that “all sides can agree 
on”.  The Board has developed an alternative that remains consistent with the legislative mandate 
and Board policy for the State forest system, while also incorporating public comment. 
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Mailed Letter P-161 
 
 
Response to Comment  
Please see General Response 4 and 5. 
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Mailed Letter P-164 
 
Response to Comment  
A desire for increased emphasis on the control invasive species using every appropriate “scientifically 
approved method” is noted.  The ADFFMP places a high priority on controlling invasive species and 
provides the flexibility needed for managers to address this issue. The Management Plan includes as 
part of Goal 2 the objective to minimize the influence of invasive exotic plants and animals. 
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Mailed Letter P-166 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Desire for a preservation oriented management approach noted. Please see General Response 2, 11 
and 12. A detailed discussion of landslides and erosion, including management goals, proposed 
management actions, potential impacts, and mitigation measures, can be found in section VII.7 of the 
DEIR.  As part of the management plan special concern areas were identified, including those areas 
at high risk of slope failure. Implementation of a Road Management Plan (see General Response 13) 
and Hillslope Management to provide for slope stability, including input from a Certified Engineering 
Geologist, will be utilized to reduce the risk of management related adverse impacts associated with 
landslides and surface erosion. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
All timberland properties greater than 50,000 acres, including Jackson Demonstration State Forest, 
are required to develop a 100 year sustained yield plan in order to harvest timber.  CAL FIRE has 
consistently harvested well below growth, resulting in an ever increasing inventory on the Forest.  The 
Board supports a balanced, multiple use concept that provides high levels of resource protection and 
sustained production of high quality timber products.  The ADFFMP has placed greater emphasis on 
protection and restoration, with the goal of improving resource values over time in comparison to 
existing conditions.   
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Mailed Letter P-167 
 
Response to Comment 
Comments do not relate directly to the EIR.   The California Forest Practice Rules determine the need 
for a THP.   
 
The finalized plan will emphasize the research and demonstration mission of the state forest. There 
may be opportunities for future demonstrations to be conducted supported by the appropriate 
environmental analysis. The Board supports a balanced, multiple use concept that provides high 
levels of resource protection and sustained production of high quality timber products. 
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Mailed Letter P-168 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Please see General Comment 2. CAL FIRE has been actively managing this forest for approximately 
60 years under the Legislative mandate for the “purpose of demonstrating economical forest 
management”.  Part of that management included restoring the forest from a largely cut-over 
industrial property to a well stocked young forest.   
 
JDSF is not a park.  The legislative mandate precludes the conversion of any of the state forests into 
parks.  As demonstrated by the previous 60 years, active forest management, including the harvest of 
timber, can result in improved resource values over time.  Many comments have noted the beauty of 
present-day JDSF.     
 
Please see also response to Form Letter 2. 
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Mailed Letter P-169 
 
Response to Comment  
Desire to retain logging and maintenance of JDSF noted.  The finalized plan will emphasize the 
research and demonstration mission of the state forest. The Board supports a balanced, multiple use 
concept that provides high levels of resource protection and sustained production of high quality 
timber products. 
 
Parlin Fork and Chamberlain Creek camp do not have the capacity to mill all of the wood products 
developed from JDSF.  They will continue to provide limited production of primary and secondary 
wood products. 
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Mailed Letter P-170 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Please see General Response 10. The finalized plan will include  reduction in the use of even-age 
management and clearcutting, a reduction in the planned timber harvest level, an increase in the area 
dedicated to development of late-seral forest conditions, and a management emphasis on research, 
demonstration and education. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
The comment provides no supporting information on the claim that harvesting on JDSF provides a 
subsidy for the timber industry.  All sales greater than 100,000 board feet and/or $10,000 in value are 
required to be sold through a bid process to ensure that the State receives fair market value.  The 
sale of timber will result in both direct and indirect timber related employment.    
 
Response to Comment 3 
See General Response 8. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
See General Response 9. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
See General Response 2, 11, 12, and 14. 
 
Response to Comment 6 
The comment does not relate directly to the EIR.  The alternative building materials listed are not 
without environmental impacts (see page DEIR.VII.16-3). 
 
Response to Comment 7 
A detailed discussion of landslides and erosion, including management goals, proposed management 
actions, potential impacts, and mitigation measures, can be found in section VII.7 of the DEIR.  As 
part of the management plan special concern areas were identified, including those areas at high risk 
of slope failure. Implementation of a Road Management Plan (see General Response 13) and 
Hillslope Management to provide for slope stability, including input from a Certified Engineering 
Geologist, will be utilized to reduce the risk of management related adverse impacts associated with 
landslides and surface erosion. 
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Mailed Letter P-171  
 
Response to Comment 1 
In February 2004, the Board distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft Forest 
Management Plan (DFMP).  The NOP described the proposed project as well as six alternatives to 
the project, including two “no project” alternatives.  These alternatives (with the addition of Alternative 
F) were nearly identical to the alternatives that were analyzed in the Final EIR certified by CAL FIRE 
in 2002. It is the Board’s belief that the alternatives, as described, are feasible and cover a broad 
range of possible management scenarios.  However, some elements of some alternatives may 
require a change in statutes, regulations, or Board policy before they could be implemented.  In 
response to comments received on the DEIR and DFMP, the Board later developed Alternative G and 
released a Recirculated Draft EIR (RDEIR) that assessed that alternative’s potential environmental 
impacts.  The Board later directed that the Department use Alternative G as the basis for the 
development of the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan (ADFFMP). 
 
Response to Comment 2    
Alternative A is the traditional “no project” scenario required by CEQA where the project is not 
approved (the Plan is not adopted) and no further environmental changes occur [CCR 
15126.6(e)(3)(B)]. While curtailing active forest management does not meet the Board’s objectives, 
Alternative A is entirely feasible and discloses the environmental consequences of no management. 
Alternative A could become reality through further delay in approval of a final management plan, lack 
of funding for continued operations, or through changes in management direction resulting from 
legislation or litigation. 
 
Response to Comment 3  
The 1983 Management Plan is the plan under which management has continued to occur in the 
absence of a new Plan.  Management of JDSF under the 1983 Plan will continue until a new plan is 
adopted by the Board.  Thus, it is a feasible though less desirable alternative to meet management 
goals. 
 
The CEQA Guidelines [CCR 15126.6(e)(3)(A)] require an EIR to consider a “no project” alternative 
which discloses the impacts of continued management under an existing plan.  While the alternative 
is “infeasible” in the sense that it is precluded by Board policy and the settlement agreement, it is still 
an alternative to the Plan that is useful in disclosing the environmental consequences of continuing 
current management practices. The only element of the 1983 Plan which is not implemented at 
present is commercial timber harvest.  
 
Response to Comment 4 
Comment Noted – The Board concurs that the Proposed Project is not an alternative.  
 
Response to Comment 5 
The Board’s intent in stating that these alternatives were not feasible was full disclosure; making it 
clear that in order for these alternatives to become a reality changes would be required in Board 
policy and/or legislation (Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) wording was, “Thus absent 
changes to those legal mandates, it is not a [wholly] feasible alternative”; page VI-12 and 13).  
Changes in policy and legislation are not so remote or speculative as to make these alternatives 
infeasible for CEQA alternatives analysis purposes.  In fact, changes in Board policy relating to 
updating State Forest management plans occurred as recently as 2001.  And, the management 
described under Alternative F is in large part the direct result of legislation that was put forth under 
SB1648 (Chesbro) in 2003-2004 to change the management direction of JDSF.   In addition, only 
portions of these alternatives could not be implemented immediately.  It is the Board’s opinion that, 
were either of these alternatives adopted, the alternative could be successfully implemented with the 
necessary changes in state law and Board policy. 
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The Board agrees that the terminology “not a [wholly] feasible alternative”, for alternatives that were 
not immediately implementable without changes in Board policies or legislation was imprecise.  This 
language was modified in the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report.     
 
Response to Comment 6 
It is the Board’s opinion that alternative E is feasible and therefore appropriate for identification as the 
environmentally superior alternative as required by CEQA [CCR §15126.6(e)(2)]. See also the 
response to Comment 5. 
 
Response to Comment 7   
This was an unfortunate misinterpretation of the statement in the DEIR in regard to Alternative A (no 
project). The Board interprets CCR §15126.6(e)(3) to allow two variations of the “no project” 
alternative: one being the Board not adopting a Plan and all forest operations ceasing (no 
management); the second being the continuation of forest operations under the existing Plan 
(maintaining the status quo).  It is the Board’s belief that the second variant is most applicable in the 
current situation where the Board is considering the adoption of an update to the 1983 Plan and 
considered the impacts associated with management continuing under the old Plan.  However, the 
Board also recognized that some members of the public were interested in an analysis that 
considered the impacts of “no management” occurring and therefore analyzed a second “no project” 
alternative. It is the second “no project” alternative, Alternative A, that the Board stated was “not 
required” because “no management” at JDSF did not meet any of the Plan’s goals or objectives.  It 
believed that the analysis of Alternative B was sufficient for CEQA purposes but included Alternative 
A nevertheless.  The Board fully recognizes the requirement to analyze a no project alternative and 
has, for the purpose of full disclosure, chosen to analyze both.  
 
Response to Comment 8  
See responses to the above comments. 
 
Response to Comment 9   
The commenter states that a project that delays the recovery of a resource (e.g., water temperature, 
sediment, and habitat) is a cumulative impact.  In fact, this comment really opines that recovery is not 
fast enough, but provides no guidance as to what an acceptable rate of recovery would be.  However, 
the commenter does not provide any measure as to what degree of delay leads to a cumulative 
impact; only that any delay is a cumulative impact. CEQA does not require or provide any guideline to 
address “delay of recovery.”  The Board does not believe that the DEIR, DFMP, RDEIR, or ADFFMP 
delay recovery of any resource to any significant degree and, in fact, implementation of certain 
measures actually enhances recovery (e.g., the Accelerated Road Management Plan, management 
of Class I/II WLPZs for late seral conditions, providing for large woody debris recruitment and 
placement, provisions for management of one-third of the Forest for the development of older forest 
conditions).  The decision as to what rate of recovery is legally sufficient must be based upon 
substantial evidence in the record, evidence upon which the Board has relied in determining what 
mitigation measures and management practices to implement. 
 
In addition, the commenter suggests that CEQA requires that a project cannot have any potential 
significant effects.  However, where those potential impacts have been mitigated, CEQA allows the 
decision maker to determine, based upon substantial evidence, that the potential impacts have been 
mitigated to a level of insignificance.  Lead agencies approve projects that may potentially contribute 
to an environmental effect by adopting mitigation that limits, reduces or compensates that effect to a 
level of insignificance.  Mitigation may be implemented at a later time or in a different location from 
the significant effect and may even include measures that are unrelated to the original activity causing 
the effect.  The suggestion that one area of the Board’s Plan (i.e., timber harvesting) cannot have any 
effect  on resource recovery, despite the Plan containing numerous elements that promote recovery 
(e.g., the Road Management Plan) which overwhelmingly mitigate the effect, is clearly contrary to the 
fundamentals of CEQA (see Response to Comment 15, below).  The project must be viewed as a 
whole. 
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The DEIR demonstrates that implementation of the DFMP, as mitigated, will have a less than 
significant impact. In some cases a project may create beneficial effects on the environment as 
compared with the “no project” alternatives.  In other words, the net effect of carrying out the activities 
proposed under the Plan (e.g., research and demonstration, timber management, recreation) in 
combination with implementing various restoration measures (e.g., the accelerated Road 
Management Plan) will not create a significant adverse impact greater than the baseline condition. 
Where the proposed project (Alternative C1) has a less than significant effect after mitigation as 
compared with the no project alternative (in this case two no project alternatives) the lead agency has 
complied with CEQA.   
  
The commenter argues that any logging authorized under an adopted Plan will produce sediment that 
will, in part, negate the benefits of any restoration projects (e.g., the Accelerated Road Management 
Plan), thereby delaying recovery.  He may be correct that restoration without timber harvests might 
accelerate recovery.  However, restoration activities are statutorily funded through approved timber 
operations.  Alternative A (the no logging alternative) does not include the restoration proposed in 
some of the other alternatives. The Board has not analyzed an alternative that includes restoration 
alone; in fact, alternatives similar to this were rejected by the Board as being infeasible (since there 
would be no funding to support restoration without some commercial logging) and for not meeting the 
project’s basic goals and objectives, as well as not meeting the statutory obligation to sustainably 
harvest (DEIR page VI-3).  CEQA does not require a lead agency to analyze or adopt a project 
alternative that is infeasible or does not meet any of the project proponent’s basic objectives (CCR 
§15126.6). In other words, the commenter’s suggestion that restoration measures should be carried 
out while timber management is prohibited would be a project alternative that failed the CEQA 
requirement that it be both feasible and achieve the desired objectives. 
 
Response to Comment 10  
Because it is a State program, all activities on Jackson Demonstration State Forest (JDSF) are 
subject to the annual budgets provided for its management through the legislative budget process.  In 
the budget cycle for the 2006/07 fiscal year, the legislature sent several signals that it is supportive of 
increased management activities, such as the Road Management Plan, on JDSF, as well as the other 
Demonstration State Forests.  These legislative signals include: 
 

• Permanent shifting of a number of CAL FIRE programs (State Nurseries and 
Seedbank, Forestry Assistance, Pest Management, Urban Forestry, and the Fire 
and Resource Assessment Program) from the Forest Resources Improvement 
Fund (FRIF--the repository for state forest timber revenues) to the General Fund.  
Only the Demonstration State Forests remain under FRIF funding.  This step will 
ensure that higher revenue levels are available to support JDSF, as well as the 
other Demonstration State Forests. 

• Increasing, at the request of CAL FIRE, the level of the authorized Demonstration 
State Forests budget level from $3.2 million in fiscal year 2005/06 to $7.1 million 
in fiscal year 2006/07.  This level of budget authorization continues in the current, 
2007/08 fiscal year. 

 
CAL FIRE’s fiscal year 2006/07 $7.1 million budget authority included an increase in funding to JDSF 
to $3.5 million, a $2 million increase from the 2005/06 funding level.  Included in this $3.5 million 
budget authority was $640,000 for initial implementation of the Road Management Program.  The 
increased budget authority also included the addition of a senior wildlife biologist to the JDSF staff, 
and this staff person is now in place.  A second heavy equipment operator also has recently been 
added to the JDSF staff, providing an additional staff resource for the implementation of the Road 
Management Plan. 
 
These actions indicate that both the legislature and CAL FIRE are committed to ensuring that JDSF 
has the resources it needs to move forward with the implementation of the program elements called 
for in the DFMP, the Additional Management Measures identified in the DEIR, the mitigations 
required in the DEIR, and the further management direction provided by the RDEIR and ADFFMP.  
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Additionally, we note that for JDSF to be able to operate at the level of funding discussed above, 
revenues from timber harvesting on JDSF must be generated.   
 
Response to Comment 11 
The DEIR makes no conclusion that the Forest Practice Rules “will mitigate all cumulative impacts.”  
The DFMP includes a number of management measures that exceed the Forest Practice Rules 
requirements to provide additional environmental protection (e.g., the Road Management Plan, 
management of Class I and II watercourse and lake protection zones for late successional forest).  
Additional management measures and mitigation measures to enhance environmental protection 
were included in the DEIR.  Alternative G and the ADFFMP provide a greater range yet of measures 
beyond the Forest Practice Rules to protect and enhance environmental conditions (e.g., designating 
one-third of the Forest for the development of older forest conditions). 
 
The cumulative impacts assessment in the Draft EIR and DFMP relied upon the results of two 
approaches widely accepted as being the best available techniques for addressing cumulative 
effects.  Watershed analysis has been used as a defensible methodology for assessing cumulative 
watershed effects (CWEs) — particularly when landscape level assessments are being completed. 
For example, Berg and others (1996) concluded that watershed analysis is the best approach to 
address CWEs in the Sierra Nevada Mountains. The results of watershed analysis are used to 
identify the locations of high-risk areas and develop appropriate prescriptions for those areas on a 
watershed-wide basis.  Rapid sediment budgets have come to the forefront of CWE assessment in 
the past decade. Sediment budgeting is a valuable tool for evaluating sediment sources and transport 
that can be used in CWE analysis (Reid and Dunne 1996). If roads, landings, and crossings are 
found to be a significant and ongoing sediment source, a road and crossing inventory can be 
completed, and a program can be developed to reduce the number of high risk sites on a watershed-
wide basis in an acceptable time frame to prevent or mitigate cumulative effects (Weaver 1997).   
 
The JDSF watershed analysis was completed for a subset of the current JDSF EIR assessment area 
as part of the Draft HCP/SYP completed by Stillwater Sciences for CAL FIRE in 1999.  Included 
within the watershed analysis was a rapid sediment budget, quantifying sediment sources within the 
assessment area.  The sediment budget included estimates of hillslope erosion, sediment yield to 
channels, and changes in sediment storage within channels.  Results from the surface erosion and 
mass wasting modules completed for the watershed analysis were used for this work. The results of 
the watershed analysis and rapid sediment budget work revealed that road-related erosion (surface 
and mass wasting) accounted for 72% of the total hillslope erosion. The remaining 28% of the 
hillslope erosion was associated with natural and management related sources (e.g., in-unit 
landslides) on hillslopes and inner gorges.  
   
Cumulative sediment impacts from multiple land management activities can be controlled by 
regulating practices to reduce overall on-site impacts, by repairing existing problems to off-set the 
impacts of new projects, and by limiting the rate at which new, sediment producing activities are 
introduced into a watershed relative to recovery from earlier activities. The JDSF Draft Management 
Plan and DEIR use the results of the watershed analysis work to reduce cumulative impacts to a level 
of less than significant.   Specifically, on-site impacts from individual and multiple projects will be 
reduced by a combination of the FPRs, added measures in the DFMP and DEIR, and site-specific 
measures added from Review Team agency plan review, as well as from pre-plan consultation with 
qualified experts.  Repair of existing problems will be accomplished through the accelerated use of 
the Road Management Plan.   
 
The rate of sediment production from new activities (i.e., from roads and harvest units) described in 
the DFMP is not expected to inhibit watershed recovery.  The total amount of harvest-related 
sediment and the proportion of sediment production between harvest areas and roads varies 
depending on logging systems and road location, type, design, and use and with differences in 
planning watershed sensitivity.  In general, there should be near recovery to original or new baseline 
sediment conditions within approximately 10-20 years following harvest.  The hazard of sediment 

Page IV.7-27 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

production from permanent roads can be considered as constant after about 10 years, although 
actual amounts will vary by road type and storm size–with less frequent, episodic inputs associated 
with large storms.  Higher rates of surface erosion and failures due to poor design or execution are 
most likely during the first few years following construction.   
 
Data provided in Table VIII.10 of the DEIR shows that the intensity of future harvesting on JDSF in 
the next 10 years will be less than has been tested in the North Fork of Caspar Creek, where 
approximately 45% of the watershed was clearcut harvested in three years.  Research conducted in 
the North Fork of Caspar Creek watershed beginning in 1985 directly addressed cumulative 
watershed effects. Most of the logged units were cable yarded and new roads were built along the 
ridge lines. Nested watersheds with individual gaging stations measured sediment routing. None of 
the statistical tests performed on the sediment data revealed significant positive interactions that 
would indicate disproportionate disturbance effects at downstream gaging stations (Lewis 1998). In 
both pre and post-treatment, main stem gaging stations had higher unit area sediment loads than in 
the tributaries, which could reflect the greater availability of sediment stored in lower gradient 
reaches. The intensive level of timber management in the North Fork of Caspar Creek watershed also 
did not cause large changes in watershed physical or biological variables in this moderately stable 
geologic formation (Ziemer 1998, Lewis 1998, Cafferata and Spittler 1998, Nakamoto 1998, Bottorff 
and Knight 1996).  The Caspar Creek results show that downstream water quality impacts of 
hydrologic changes resulting from timber operations can be prevented by the application of mitigation 
measures contained in the California Forest Practice Rules. 
 
Finally, it is important to remember that cumulative sediment impacts are further addressed in the 
DFMP and DEIR with monitoring.  Both detailed hillslope and instream monitoring activities are 
required, as described in the DFMP.  Monitoring will provide a feedback loop on impacts and needed 
changes in practices.  Hillslope monitoring of completed THPs will be used to determine the on-the-
ground implementation and effectiveness of prescriptions and mitigation measures. Modification of 
practices or harvest rates in planning watersheds will be based on monitoring results. 
 
Response to Comment 12 
Also see response to comment 11.  As explained in Section II-6.1 of the DEIR, this is a programmatic 
EIR that analyzes the potential impacts of the general management direction taken in the DFMP.  
There are a wide variety of activities that may be carried out under this Plan and not all of them are 
subject to the Forest Practice Rules. However, discretionary projects will be subject to CEQA as well 
as other environmental regulations.  Subsequent, site specific projects will undergo additional 
environmental review to determine which laws or regulations are applicable and what additional 
measures are required in order to mitigate project-specific impacts to a level of less than significant 
(see Table II.1; page II-13).   
 
Where future timber harvesting occurs neither the EIR nor the Board “assume” that the FPRs alone 
will mitigate impacts to a level of less than significant.  The THP process is not a simple application of 
the FPRs but rather a multidisciplinary review, including participation by agency experts and the 
public thereby ensuring all site specific timber harvesting impacts will be identified and mitigation 
developed. This is a level of site specific review that cannot occur at the programmatic level.   
 
The DEIR does not conclude that use of the standard FPRs alone will mitigate all cumulative impacts.  
In addition to the standard FPRs, mitigation for cumulative impacts is provided by requirements 
included in the Draft Management Plan and the Road Management Plan, that will be implemented 
both as stand-alone projects and as part of future THPs, and by site specific requirements identified 
as part of the THP review process. 
 
In addition, the DEIR has identified particular practices and sensitive resources where impacts may 
occur that are not addressed by the standard application of the FPRs.  The DEIR requires additional 
mitigation to lessen those impacts. For example, the DEIR identifies a potential for impacts to snag 
and LWD dependant species as a result of implementing the DFMP.  As such, mitigation is required, 
that is in addition to the standard FPRs, which mitigates this impact (Page VII.6.6-131).  Even where 
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no potential impacts are identified, the DEIR requires additional Management Measures in certain 
instances to ensure protection of sensitive resources (i.e., Section VII.6.2.7, Additional Management 
Measures for Botanical Resources). 
 
Response to Comment 13 
See also responses to comments 11 and 12. 
 
The DEIR does not pretend to analyze the efficacy of the FPRs. The efficacy of the FPRs is 
addressed in the Board’s rule making process.  FPRs that are found to be ineffective or inadequate in 
protecting resources may be amended by the Board.  The Board, in analyzing potential timber 
harvesting that may occur under the DFMP, concludes that the FPRs and the THP review process 
will mitigate timber harvesting impacts, including cumulative impacts, in most cases. In site-specific 
cases where application of the standard FPRs is not sufficient to reduce certain impacts to a level of 
less than significant the RPF may propose and the THP review team may require additional 
measures.  In addition, the Board has found that there are several site-specific instances where 
mitigation above that required by FPRs is warranted. 
 
Response to Comment 14 
The conclusions reported in the three listed independent scientific panels must be considered in 
proper context with the practices that will occur with implementation of the DFMP and DEIR.  Specific 
comments on these reports are outlined below.  As noted in responses to comments above, the DEIR 
does not conclude that the Forest Practice Rules alone are adequate to prevent cumulative impacts 
related to the proposed project. 
 
Scientific Review Panel Report (1999) 
 
While the report of the Scientific Review Panel (SRP) (Ligon and others 1999) concluded that the 
FPRs did not ensure protection of anadromous salmonid populations in 1999, the current rules in 
effect for JDSF have been considerably expanded with the passage of the July 2000 Threatened and 
Impaired Watersheds Rule Package.  The Threatened and Impaired Watersheds Rule Package was 
developed partly in response to the Scientific Review Panel Report findings.  These rules require 
extensive 150-foot Class I WLPZs (i.e., buffer strips), with little harvest permitted within the first 75 
feet, where a high percentage of large wood is recruited to stream channels.  Road and crossing 
measures also were improved, such as requiring crossings to accommodate 100-year flood flows, 
along with sediment and debris passage.   
 
Additionally, numerous resource protection practices beyond those required by the Threatened and 
Impaired Rule Package are specified in the DFMP and DEIR.  Further measures are applied under 
Alternative G and the ADFFMP.  Therefore, it is not possible to conclude, based on the SRP report, 
that significant cumulative watershed impacts will occur as a result of the implementation of the 
DFMP or ADFFMP.   
 
Furthermore, the Threatened and Impaired Rule Package provides a tangible mechanism to address 
cumulative watershed effects, since they require that the beneficial uses of water, aquatic species, 
and beneficial functions of riparian zones be restored where they are impaired (in so far as this is 
feasible).  Both the Big and Noyo River watersheds are listed as impaired by the North Coast 
Regional Water Quality Control Board.  Also, in a recent independent review of assessment of 
cumulative watershed effects within the timber harvest planning process, Gerstein and Harris (2003) 
stated that, regarding the Threatened and Impaired Rule Package, “…it is an indication that CAL 
FIRE recognizes that additional measures may be required to avoid cumulative watershed effects in 
some watersheds.”   
 
We note also that Ligon and others (1999, Executive Summary, p. 1) conclude that “The primary 
deficiency of the FPRs is the lack of a watershed analysis approach capable of assessing cumulative 
effects attributable to timber harvesting and other non-forestry activities on a watershed scale.”  In 
fact, the DEIR, and the data and materials it relies on, provide just such a watershed analysis 
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approach.  Thus, the DEIR addresses the very defect that Ligon and others found most problematic 
with the FPRs.    
 
A further element called for by Ligon and others (1999) is the development of a program to introduce 
LWD into streams.  JDSF has already conducted several projects to introduce LWD to streams.  
Further, the DEIR provides for an Additional Management Measure for the Survey, Recruitment, and 
Placement of Large Woody Debris.  This measure, along with all of the various streamside protection 
measures provided in the FPRs and DFMP, plus the DFMP direction to develop late successional 
forest in all of the Class I and II WLPZs on JDSF, will ensure that large woody debris loadings on 
JDSF are increased to at least the levels recommended in the literature by Bilby and Ward (1989).  
 
In addition, Ligon and others (1999) recommended that geologists be used to conduct a broad review 
of properties and to review proposed activities for potential slope stability problems.  Since the 
release of the SRP report, maps of existing landslide features and of relative landslide potential have 
been created by the California Geological Survey.  Information from these CGS products are 
incorporated into the DEIR.  Further, the DFMP calls for a certified engineering geologist to be 
involved in the review of all proposed land use projects on JDSF.  The SRP report also called for the 
kinds of analysis and upgrades of roads and crossing that will be carried out under the Road 
Management Plan called for in the DFMP. 
 
Finally, it is important to note that Ligon and others (1999) reported that a reasonable “red flag” 
percentage value for concern over rate of harvest would likely range from 30% to 50% per decade, 
but would depend on numerous factors including geology, harvest prescriptions, past disturbance, 
etc. The Panel suggested that a blue ribbon panel be formed to investigate this issue further, however 
this step has not yet been taken.  The 30% to 50% rate of harvest per decade is what occurred in the 
North Fork of Caspar Creek Study, as described above, without large changes in watershed physical 
or biological variables.  Perhaps more important, Ligon et al. indicated that watershed analysis, which 
has been included in the DEIR, provides a superior analytical approach to percent-of-area-harvested 
approaches. 
 
Dunne and others Report (2001) 
 
While the report of Dunn and others (2001) provides considerable commentary on perceived 
limitations with cumulative effect analysis included as part of THPs in the late 1990s, it suggests 
requirements to deal with cumulative watershed impacts that would require additional budgetary and 
regulatory authorities.  Additionally, comprehensive computer models suggested for addressing 
cumulative watershed effects prediction were not, and have not yet, been developed for this type of 
work.  In particular, adequate models do not yet exist for robust risk-based analysis that includes the 
simulation of stochastic events, as called for by Dunne and others.   
 
At the same time, the DEIR makes use of a number of the cumulative assessment tools 
recommended by Dunne and others.  These include: 
 

• Utilization of SHALSTAB and similar landscape-level slope stability modeling, 
including the California Geological Survey’s map series on relative slope stability; 

• Utilization of SEDMODL2 to predict production of sediment related to roads; 
• Utilization of the Delta-Q peak flow model to predict stream flow responses to 

timber harvesting; 
• Compiling comprehensive information on past land use activities at the planning 

watershed level, including potentially disturbing activities such as timber 
harvesting, as well as restoration activities such as road or stream habitat 
improvements; 

• Utilization of a cumulative effects assessment area based on entire river basins 
(i.e., the Noyo and Big Rivers); 

• Utilization of the California Wildlife Habitat Relationships system and the 
FRAGSTATS model for modeling potential wildlife impacts. 
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Collison and others (2003) 
 
Conclusions included in the Collison and others (2003) report were made with the Panel apparently 
unaware of provisions in the Forest Practice Act and Rules that give CAL FIRE the ability to require 
and enforce practices that protect water quality.  This report also includes criticism of Forest Practice 
Rule sections that are restatements of legislative intent in the Forest Practice Act and misconceptions 
about the THP review process, which indicates that the Panel did not have an adequate 
understanding of the legal framework for the preparation, review, and approval of THPs.  Therefore, 
many of the criticisms found in Collison and others (2003) are already addressed in the existing THP 
process. 
 
Response to Comment 15 
The DEIR does not “claim” that the adverse effects of logging will be totally eliminated; nor does 
CEQA require such a standard.  Lead agencies are required to identify feasible mitigations and/or 
project alternatives that would substantially lessen the potentially significant effects of a project on 
the environment (PRC §21002).  The measure of whether an impact is significant is based upon a 
comparison of the project’s direct and indirect physical changes, as mitigated, with the “baseline” 
conditions established in the environmental setting (CCR 15125).  The DEIR Environmental Setting 
(Section V; and each Resource Specific Analysis section) describes an environment that has been 
significantly affected by past land use activities. Where adoption of the DFMP was found to have the 
potential to cause significant adverse impacts to the environment, the DEIR requires the 
implementation of various measures that mitigate those effects to less than significant levels, but 
does not necessarily eliminate the effect altogether.  In some instances a residual, less than 
significant effect may remain; in others, the implementation of the project and/or mitigation would 
have a net beneficial effect on the environment.   
 
In addition, not all mitigation prescribed under CEQA must prevent an effect altogether; rather, CEQA 
allows for mitigation that compensates for the effect (CCR §15370).  In other words, the primary effect 
may occur but the net effect may be lessened or eliminated through the requirement that the project 
proponent take additional actions that compensate for, or offset, the effect (i.e., wetland mitigation 
banking model compensating for the loss of wetlands).  For example, the DFMP and DEIR require the 
implementation of the Road Management Plan to reduce road impacts to water quality thereby, 
compensating for some of the minor residual unmitigated impacts associated with timber harvesting. 
 
Response to Comment 16 
See the responses to the above comments.  The DEIR does not conclude that “logging in JDSF will 
not have a single cumulative or other adverse impact.”  The DEIR does conclude that the proposed 
project, as mitigated by the DEIR, will not have any significant adverse impacts.  The DEIR provides 
substantial evidence to support this conclusion.  
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Mailed Letter P-172  
 
Response to Comment 1 
Please see General Response 10. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
See General Response 7. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
See General Response 2.  Sustainable, multiple use management of JDSF is the continuing goal of 
the Board and CAL FIRE.   
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Mailed Letter P-173 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The intent of the Z’berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act is to create and maintain an effective and 
comprehensive system of regulation and use of all timberlands so as to assure that:  
a) Where feasible, the productivity of the timberlands is restored, enhanced, and maintained. 
b) The goal of maximum sustained production (MSP) of high quality timber products is achieved while 
giving consideration to values relating to recreation, watershed, wildlife, fisheries, regional economic 
vitality, employment, and aesthetic enjoyment. 
 
The DEIR addresses each of the values listed above.   One aspect of MSP is achieved in part by 
balancing growth and harvest over time.  The ADFFMP calls for harvesting approximately 20 to 25 
million board feet annually which is well below current growth.  The goal of MSP has also been met 
by the extensive consideration given to recreation, watershed, wildlife, and fisheries resources. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
Support for the decision of the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors (Alternative D) noted.  While 
the Board has carefully considered Alternative D and the wishes of the Mendocino County 
Supervisors, the management of JDSF is not based solely on their support.  Alternative G was 
developed by blending the elements and management strategies of several Alternatives, including 
Alternative D.  This alternative a reduction in the use of even-age management and clearcutting, a 
reduction in the planned timber harvest level, an increase in the area dedicated to development of 
late-seral forest conditions, an increase in resource protection and restoration measures, such as 
snag retention and LWD placement, and a management emphasis on research, demonstration and 
education.  Please see also General Response 4. 
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Mailed Letter P-174 
 
An identical letter was received from Jack Neff.  The following serves to respond to both letters. 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Opposition to the management plan is noted by the Board. The finalized plan includes accelerated 
implementation of the Road Management Plan, a reduction in the use of even-age management and 
clearcutting, a reduction in the planned timber harvest level, an increase in the area dedicated to 
development of late-seral forest conditions, an increase in resource protection and restoration 
measures, such as snag retention and LWD placement, and a management emphasis on research, 
demonstration and education. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
JDSF has been managed on a continual and sustainable basis since purchase by the State of 
California in 1947.  The management plan provides for both stand management and stand 
preservation.  Please see DEIR Chapters VII and VIII for an assessment of potential environmental 
effects.  The comment concerning further bankruptcy of the public purse is unclear and not explained.  
A reasoned response is not possible.  Significant impacts to the environment are not expected to 
occur. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The statement by the writer that money has been set aside for JDSF to be restored to an old growth 
redwood forest for habitat, recreation, education and research is not explained by the writer.  JDSF is 
supported by revenue, generated primarily by management activities from the various state forests, 
as well as limited and occasional funding by the General Fund when timber revenue is insufficient to 
support the state forest program. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
Opposition to approval of the Draft EIR is noted by the Board.  The Board is free to combine elements 
from the various alternatives that were considered and assessed during the EIR process.  Provisions 
are made within the scope of the alternatives considered and the approved management plan for 
road decommissioning, active restoration of aquatic habitat, and for expanding recreational 
opportunities.  Significant impacts to these resources are not expected to occur. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
The writer's charges of bribery by logging companies is unfounded and not supported.  Please see 
responses above. 
 
Response to Comment 6 
Marbled murrelet activity in the vicinity of JDSF is well known and considered within the DEIR.  
Please see Section VII.6.6 for the assessment of potential effects to the species. 
 
Response to Comment 7 
Significant impacts upon aesthetic resources are not expected to occur.  Please see DEIR Section 
VII.2. 
 
Response to Comment 8 
Mitigation of aesthetic impacts as the result of clearcutting and other forms of even-aged 
management has been considered, as has the effect of logging of forest stands throughout JDSF.  
Significant impacts are not expected to occur.  Please see Response 7 for reference to the 
assessment. 
 
Response to Comment 9 
The clearcutting silvicultural system is one of many potentially effective means to manage forest 
stands for timber production, when used and mitigated appropriately.  Clearcutting is also capable of 
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creating habitat conditions favorable to many wildlife species.  Please see Response 7 for reference 
to the assessment of potential effects upon wildlife.  The reference to bankrupting the public purse is 
not explained by the writer.   
A reasoned response is not possible. 
 
Response to Comment 10 
Comment noted. 
 
Response to Comment 11 
Comment noted.  The registered professional forester is trained in making assessments of potential 
impacts to aesthetics.  The Forest Practice Rules require this assessment by the RPF. 
 
Response to Comment 12 
Comment noted.  The Board is free to select elements from the various alternatives that have been 
considered. 
 
Response to Comment 13 
The Board agrees that the western portion of JDSF is important, as is the remainder of the Forest. 
 
Response to Comment 14 
Many of the rare plant and lichen species can be found in the western portion of JDSF.  These 
species will be protected during management activities.  Please see DEIR Section VII.6.2 for the 
assessment of potential impacts to plant and lichen species.  Significant impacts are not expected to 
occur. 
 
Response to Comment 15 
A substantial area of the Forest in the western portion will be managed to recruit late seral and older 
forest.  In total, approximately one-third of the Forest area will be managed toward this form of older 
forest structure.  The upper Russian Gulch area will be managed to promote late seral habitat for the 
marbled murrelet, and no impacts to old-growth groves within state parks are expected to occur.  
Please see DEIR Sections VII.6 for an assessment of potential impacts to biological resources 
associated with management activities. 
 
Response to Comment 16 
Future management within the Caspar Creek watershed area is guided by, and subject to, the 
management plan, including an assessment of potential environmental effects associated with 
management activities.  Please see DEIR Section VII and REIR Section IV for assessments of 
potential cumulative effects.  The writer has not specified the alleged damages associated with 
"special clearcutting" in Caspar Creek.  
 
Response to Comment 17 
Comment noted.  The writer has generally identified "this area" in general terms as the "Western Part 
of Jackson Forest".  There are no specific plans at this time to increase campgrounds, but some 
modest increase could occur in the future.  Any plans to increase these facilities would be 
accompanied by a site specific and cumulative assessment of potential effects to wildlife species, 
including the marbled murrelet.  All JDSF campsites are provided with covered garbage receptacles, 
to reduce access by wildlife, including bears and corvids.  Please see DEIR Section VII.6.6 for the 
assessment of potential impacts upon wildlife.   
 
Response to Comment 18 
Request for minimization of logging activities in specific areas noted.  Please see DEIR Sections VII 
and VIII for an assessment of potential impacts related to management activities. 
 
Response to Comment 19 
The ADFFMP does not propose to change off-road vehicle policies on the Forest; no adverse off-road 
vehicle impacts will result from the Plan.    Public use of off-road vehicles is prohibited within the 
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Forest, but some illegal use occurs.  Unit and Forest security staff patrol the Forest and help prevent 
this illegal activity.  Further signs are posted in some locations and selected roads remain locked or 
otherwise blocked to help prevent illegal entry by motor vehicles.  Significant impacts associated with 
illegal vehicle use are not expected to occur, due to patrol efforts and road closure. The vast majority 
illegal vehicle use occurs on roads and trails that are utilized by licensed motor vehicles, bicycles, and 
equestrians.  The potential for damage to rare plants from illegal off-road use is extremely low and 
speculative.  Known rare plant occurrences are protected.  Please see DEIR Sections VII.6.2 and 
6.10 for the assessment of potential impacts to watershed and botanical resources.  
 
Response to Comment 20 
Hunting within the Forest is regulated by the Department of Fish and Game, with the exception of 
closures established by other regulation or legislation.  Patrol of JDSF by CAL FIRE staff helps to 
ensure compliance with hunting regulations.  No change to hunting restrictions has been proposed in 
the management plan.  The DEIR does not specifically assess the potential for hunting-related noise 
impacts or illegal hunting activity upon the marbled murrelet, which is somewhat speculative based 
upon the limited amount of hunting-related shooting that occurs within the forest, as well as the 
seasonality of hunting activity and the fact that numerous site-specific surveys for the marbled 
murrelet have thus far failed to detect the species within JDSF.  If habitat occupied by the species 
were to be found, the species would be protected to avoid take, which could include site specific 
restrictions of many traditional activities within the Forest, including shooting. 
 
Response to Comment 21 
The Board agrees that stands with high stocking levels and large trees are generally considered to 
have high levels of scenic attractiveness.  No specific concern is expressed by the writer. Please see 
DEIR Section VII.2 for the assessment of potential impacts to aesthetic resources. 
 
Response to Comment 22 
This is an apparent quote from the EIR.  No specific concern is expressed. 
 
Response to Comment 23 
The Board is not aware of any official characterization of second-growth forest types within the 
assessment area as "rare".  The term "mature forest" represents a broad range of generally mid-seral 
conditions in the literature, but is not specifically defined, though JDSF contains a substantial acreage 
of even-aged and uneven-aged young stands containing trees from 5 to over 500 years old, and a 
substantial area of stands with young trees greater than 50 to 80 years-of-age.  The management 
plan includes provision to maintain and recruit older forest stands.  Please see DEIR Section VII.6 for 
the assessment of potential impacts to biological resources.  Please see the description of Alternative 
G in the RDEIR for the planned distribution of general forest age or seral classes.   Also, please see 
DEIR Map Figure J for the distribution of vegetation habitat classes within the biological assessment 
area. 
 
Response to Comment 24 
Few species are known to be wholly dependent upon old-growth redwood forest.  However, the 
marbled murrelet needs very large nesting platforms or branches, which occur most commonly in 
very large, old trees.  The JDSF management plan will play an important role in the future 
development of late seral and older forest habitats within Mendocino County and the greater redwood 
region, as will the large acreage of young redwood forest under management by the Department of 
Parks and Recreation, and other forests dedicated to conservation and creation of older forest 
habitats, such as portions of ownerships currently under conservation easements or currently 
contemplating conservation easements (e.g. The Conservation Fund, Redwood Forest Foundation).  
Due to provisions of the management plan, an improvement in future habitat conditions for species 
normally associated with older forest will occur. The REIR finds that Alternative G provided a 
beneficial cumulative impact for marbled murrelet.  The comment letter provides no basis for the 
premise that the county has been “devastated by corporate timberland clear cutting”.  
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Response to Comment 25 
No specific concern is expressed in this statement and quotation. 
 
Response to Comment 26 
The future management of JDSF will provide a valuable contribution to the regional recovery efforts 
for the marbled murrelet.  Please see DEIR Section VII.6.6 and VII for the assessment of potential 
impacts to the marbled murrelet.  There is no plan to log the bulk of mature trees within the next five 
to ten years as the writer suggests.  Regardless of how the writer defines the term "mature forest", 
the vast majority of the oldest age classes of trees and stands within JDSF will remain intact or be 
selectively managed during the term of the management plan.  A significant acreage of these stands 
will be dedicated to the future development of late seral and older forest habitats.  
  
The finalized plan includes measures from Alternative G that will benefit the marbled murrelet. The 
area devoted to late-seral forest habitat has been increased by 1,549 acres. The upper Russian 
Gulch and lower Big River areas will be managed to recruit habitat for the marbled murrelet and to 
provide linkages to State Parks. The Older Forest structure zone will link most   old growth groves 
enhancing their value for this species.  
 
Response to Comment 27 
The Board has determined that some elements of Alternative E may not comply with existing state 
forest legislation and/or Board forest practice regulations.  Alternative G was developed by blending 
the elements and management strategies of several Alternatives, including Alternative E.  Alternative 
G includes a reduction in the use of even-age management and clearcutting, a reduction in the 
planned timber harvest level, an increase in the area dedicated to development of late-seral forest 
conditions, an increase in resource protection and restoration measures, such as snag retention and 
LWD placement, and a management emphasis on research, demonstration and education. 
 
Response to Comment 28 
The writer has incorrectly stated that management pursuant to Alternative C would represent "state-
sanctioned carnage to an already-preserved wildlife habitat".  The Board has adopted an alternative 
that incorporates elements of several alternatives. The extensive analysis in the DIER and REIR 
found no significant impact wildlife for Alternative C1 or G.   The legislature established JDSF for the 
purposes of demonstrating forest management, not for the purposes of preservation alone.  Please 
see DEIR Section VII.6.6 and VIII for the assessment of potential impacts upon wildlife. 
 
Response to Comment 29 
The Board has produced a comprehensive EIR, due to the complexity of the resources involved, and 
due to the degree of public and agency concern.  A thorough and proper analysis necessarily 
requires a lengthy document.  This is not a significant environmental issue. 
 
Response to Comment 30 
This comment represents unsubstantiated opinion on the part of the writer.    
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Mailed Letter P-175 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Please see General Response 2.  Alternative G was developed by blending the elements and 
management strategies of several Alternatives.  This includes accelerated implementation of the 
Road Management Plan, a reduction in the use of even-age management and clearcutting, a 
reduction in the planned timber harvest level, an increase in the area dedicated to development of 
late-seral forest conditions, an increase in resource protection and restoration measures, such as 
snag retention and LWD placement, and a management emphasis on research, demonstration and 
education.  One example of the research and demonstration emphasis will be to test the cost and 
effectiveness of the riparian zone management approaches contained in Alternatives C1 and D-F.  
The results of these experiments will be utilized as part of the adaptive management process defined 
in Chapter 5 of the DFMP.  Please see response to comment P-71 and P-188 for details relating to 
Kathy Bailey and the Sierra Club. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
See General Response 8, 9, 11, and 12.  
 
Response to Comment 3 
The expected average harvest under the ADFFMP is approximately 20 to 25 million board feet 
annually, which is well below current growth.  The ADFFMP designates one-third of the Forest for late 
seral forest and older forest structure.  The bulk of this area will be “working forest“ that receives 
uneven-aged treatments intended to foster the development the desired forest characteristics.   
 
Response to Comment 4 
The commenter provides no evidence that a significant portion of private landowners or the public 
would benefit from the demonstration of 100 to 300 year rotations on a high proportion of the forest.  
As stated in the same paragraph referenced in the comment, “few private landowners are growing 
large diameter logs for timber production anymore, and mills that can process large diameter logs are 
disappearing”. In order to remain relevant to the landowners of the region, significant portions of 
JDSF must demonstrate the potential effects of regional land management approaches, while 
avoiding significant effects. JDSF has a responsibility to, and the ADFFMP calls for, the 
demonstration of a variety of management regimes including short, medium, and long 
rotations/cutting cycles.  This includes 33% of the forest being managed for late seral and older forest 
structure characteristics.  The economic benefit of managing for 100-300 year old redwoods is 
unclear given the relatively slow rate of growth on some of these stands, along with the current lack 
of, and increasing loss of, infrastructure capable of processing large diameter logs.  
 
The Board contends that JDSF has been managed in a manner that is consistent with current 
legislation and that our legal and ethical responsibilities to produce high quality timber products have 
not been renounced or debased.   
 
Response to Comment 5 
The ADFFMP includes “specific thought-out protected areas and connectivity” as part of the 
management plan.  These include large blocks of late seral forest areas, connective Class I and II 
WLPZs managed for late seral forest development, and a contiguous 6,803-acre Older Forest 
Structure Zone.  Please see response to comment P-176 for details relating to EPIC. 
 
Response to Comment 6 
See General Response 4.  The Board has carefully considered Alternative D and the wishes of the 
Mendocino County Supervisors and the Fort Bragg City Council.  Alternative G was developed by 
blending the elements and management strategies of several Alternatives, including Alternative D.  
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Response to Comment 7 
See General Response 11, 12 and 13.  The ADFFMP incorporates many of the management 
activities suggested in this comment (see response to comment 1).  This includes accelerated 
implementation of the Road Management Plan.  A detailed discussion of landslides and erosion, 
including management goals, proposed management actions, potential impacts, and mitigation 
measures, can be found in section VII.7 of the DEIR.  As part of the management plan special 
concern areas were identified, including those areas at high risk of slope failure. A Hillslope 
Management plan to provide for slope stability, including input from a Certified Engineering Geologist, 
will be utilized to reduce the risk of management related adverse impacts associated with landslides 
and surface erosion. 
 
The ADFFMP incorporates most of the Marbled Murrelet mitigation contained in Alternative C2.  This 
allocates a large, contiguous block to be specifically managed for Marbled Murrelet habitat.  
Alternative G designates 1,549 acres in the area of upper Russian Gulch and lower Big River to late 
seral development prescriptions specifically intended to recruit habitat for the marbled murrelet (see 
RDEIR Map Figure 1).The plan also calls for increased emphasis on retention and recruitment of 
snags, LWD, and trees with late seral habitat values.  Implementation of the ADFFMP is expected to 
have a positive impact on each of the concerns listed. 
 
Response to Comment 8 
 Many measures for the protection and recovery of fisheries and wildlife are built into the ADFFMP 
programmatically and are applied (a) throughout the Forest or (b) over large areas of the forest 
without any particular connection to individual projects, such as THPs.  One example (a) is the 
Accelerated Road Management Plan; an example of (b) is the Older Forest Structure Zone.  Other 
programmatic measures for the protection of fisheries and wildlife come to bear more at the project 
level, such as a THP, but their application is not discretionary.  An example of this is various 
restrictions for WLPZ management that exceed the Forest Practice Rules, or the Hillslope 
Management practices.   In other cases, watershed-wide protections are provided by limiting certain 
watersheds to uneven-aged management only. Individual projects such as THPs will evaluate 
conditions within the cumulative effect analysis areas, typically sub-watersheds. These assessments 
can identify specific issues. 
 
Response to Comment 9 
See response to comment E-108. 
 
Response to Comment 10 
The second and third goals for the ADFFMP are: 
 

Goal #2 - FOREST RESTORATION: Work towards active restoration by managing 
the Forest to promote and enhance forest health and productivity. 
 
Goal #3 - WATERSHED AND ECOLOGICAL PROCESSES: Promote and maintain 
the health, sustainability, ecological processes, and biological diversity of the forest 
and watersheds during the conduct of all land management activities. 

 
The ADFFMP contains provisions regarding the establishment of a JDSF advisory group. 
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Mailed Letter P-176  
 
Response to Comment 1 
The shortcomings of the late-successional forest (late-seral forest) definition in the Forest Practice 
Rules relative to an assessment of Marbled Murrelet habitat condition and extent are clarified on 
DEIR page VII.6.6-19, DEIR page VII.6.6-78 to -79 (Habitat Extent) and Page VII.6.6-127.  Old-
growth stands are a subset of Late-Successional Forests that collectively include “mature”, “over-
mature”, and “old-growth” labels of forest stand condition.  Late seral (synonymous with Late 
Successional Forest) condition criteria for the near and long-term are summarized in Table VII.6.3.5 
and Table VII.6.3.6. 
 
Marbled Murrelets require tree and limb structure specific characteristics in order to nest successfully.  
It is presently not possible to determine what proportion of the late-successional forest conditions to 
be recruited will provide those characteristics but it is expected that the frequency of occurrence of 
those elements will increase over time. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
The Board agrees that the FPR Late Successional Forest definition is overly broad when applied to 
the habitat requirements of Marbled Murrelet.  These issues are described in the referenced DEIR 
pages in the response to comment 1.  Marbled murrelet habitat suitability is determined by a variety 
of stand, tree, and limb structure specific attributes that are not currently determinable with remotely 
sensed vegetation data.  The late-successional forest definition in the FPR does however provide a 
starting point for habitat identification as well as a means to relatively evaluate alternatives and 
potential to recruit Marbled Murrelet habitat over time.  Marked increase in the extent of late-
successional forest conditions are expected to equate to an improvement in potential Marbled 
Murrelet habitat.  See response to comment #1.   
 
Response to Comment 3 
Old-growth and late successional forest characteristics are defined in the DEIR subsection beginning 
on pages VII.6.3-24 to -26 and Table VII.6.3.5 and Table VII 6.3.6. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
Contrary to comment those forest conditions that define Murrelet habitat are described in detail 
beginning with the Section on Habitat Characteristics DEIR Page VII.6.6-75-83. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
Old growth forest is a subcategory of late seral forest, which is listed in the habitat association 
column.  See also response to comment 1.  Habitat suitability levels are defined on DEIR page 
VII.6.6-221 at the beginning of the Table series describing these measures. 
 
Response to Comment 6 
The observation by the commenter that Marbled Murrelets nest in old-growth forests and “fully 
suitable” habitat extent is therefore 459 acres on JDSF is an oversimplification of Marbled Murrelet 
habitat requirements.  Specific limb structure, tree, and stand characteristics that provide suitable 
Marbled Murrelet habitat are described in DEIR pages VII.6.6-75 through -83.  Reasons behind the 
discounting of current old-growth stand value as murrelet habitat are described on DEIR Page VII.6.6-
78-79. 
 
The DEIR recognizes that forest wide acreage estimates of Marbled Murrelet habitat are unlikely to 
be attained given site and tree specific requirements (DEIR pages VII.6.6-238 through -239. 
 
Response to Comment 7 
See response to comment 6 regarding Murrelet habitat requirement definitions.  The intent of the 
DEIR analysis is to provide a relative comparison of possible Marbled Murrelet habitat futures across 
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alternatives.  The degree of over-estimation is not relevant since the definition of possible murrelet 
habitat remained constant across all alternatives. 
 
The Contribution to Recovery of Marbled Murrelet Habitat recognizes that site specific habitat 
conditions beyond tree size make an area potentially suitable for Marbled Murrelet.  A site-specific 
evaluation that includes wildlife agencies and other interested parties is part of the management 
measure to be implemented during the first 18-24 months of DFMP implementation and prior to 
modification of any stands in the areas identified  This effort will improve estimates of habitat extent 
and condition and potential for Marbled Murrelet habitat recruitment. 
 
Response to Comment 8 
The DEIR describes silvicultural prescriptions including no harvest where the objective is the 
development of late-successional forest conditions DEIR pages VII.6.3-33 through -38.  Similarly, 
silvicultural methods in Special Concern Areas and elsewhere are summarized in DEIR Pages 
VII.6.3-7-17. 
 
Specific silvicultural prescriptions for the development of Marbled Murrelet habitat have not been 
developed and are dependent on the findings and deliberations of the team formed to address that 
issue as described in the Contribution to Recovery of Marbled Murrelet Habitat management measure 
(DEIR Page VII6.6.118-119).  This topic is also highly suitable as a subject for research on JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment 9 
Comment noted. See also the response to comment 10. 
 
Response to Comment 10 
The DEIR describes in detail those areas proposed for the development of habitat conditions suitable 
for Marbled Murrelet occupancy (DEIR Page VII.6.6-78-82 and DEIR Page VII.6.6-118-119).  The 
recruitment of late successional forest conditions in general and outside the areas proposed for 
murrelet emphasis are also described on DEIR Page VII.6.6-121, and Section VII.6.3 Timber 
Resources (old-growth and late successional protection measures).  Marbled Murrelet habitat 
characteristics are described on DEIR Page VII.6.6-75-78.  The RDEIR for Alternative G and the 
ADFFMP designate a 1,549-acre area of Russian Gulch/Lower Big River for the development of late 
seral forest characteristics specifically to recruit potential Murrelet habitat over time. 
 
Response to Comment 11 
Silvicultural methods, if any, ultimately selected for these areas will be determined as described in the 
Contribution to Recovery of Marbled Murrelet Habitat management measure DEIR Page VII.6.6-118-
119.   
 
Response to Comment 12 
Final identification of areas that will be managed for the benefit of Marbled Murrelets, silvicultural 
prescription to be applied, and other site specific considerations are beyond the scope of a 
programmatic EIR.  For the purposes of alternative development and evaluation, the Board identified 
those areas most likely to be included in a murrelet habitat strategy based on the best available 
science and input from the US Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Game 
and other sources of murrelet expertise.  This level of issue resolution is appropriate for a 
programmatic EIR.  The subsequent actions, including development of implementation measures for 
the Contribution to Recovery of Marbled Murrelet Habitat management measure are subject to later 
CEQA analysis and public involvement. 
 
Response to Comment 13 
CEQA “review” of the murrelet assessment and Contribution to Recovery of Marbled Murrelet Habitat 
management measure is being conducted at two levels.  The first is with the programmatic DEIR and 
the second as part of individual project planning and implementation.  The impacts and alternatives 
that would protect/create additional habitat are assessed as part of the site-specific CEQA review for 
individual projects.  
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Response to Comment 14 
The relationship of the programmatic DEIR to future projects is clearly described in DEIR Pages II-10 
through -14. Development of site-specific prescriptions to treat stands to enhance development of 
late-successional conditions requires consideration of specific stand conditions at each site.   Thus, 
they are best developed at the THP level.   
 
Response to Comment 15 
Comment noted. 
 
Response to Comment 16 
Forest stands considered “old-growth” or “mature” are frequently viewed as closely related points 
along a continuum of forest development and not a precise state with readily recognized features of 
development used to define and categorize.  Late seral or late successional are terms that include 
old-growth and may extend to mature conditions.  As used in the DEIR, late seral or late successional 
refers to areas that are being managed to recruit mature and old-growth conditions and that in some 
cases may have attained one or more of the necessary structural attributes.  The differences between 
these closely related conditions of forest structure and ecological function are summarized on DEIR 
pages VII.6.3-24 to -26 and DEIR pages VII.6.3-33 to -38. 
 
Response to Comment 17 
Factors that discount the value of current old-growth stands on JDSF as suitable Marbled Murrelet 
habitat are described on DEIR pages VII.6.6-78 through -79. 
 
Response to Comment 18 
Disclosure and discussion of the “exact means” by which a buffer adjacent to State Park lands will be 
designed and implemented is beyond the scope of a programmatic EIR.  A variety of management 
measures are available to achieve this goal that are influenced by site specific factors.  These include 
stand configuration and state of development, levels of public use, topographic considerations etc.  
Buffer widths adjacent to State Park lands are a minimum of 200 feet as noted in the DEIR page 
VII.6.3-42 and Forest Practice Rule 913.1(a)(7) and 913.4(a).   
 
Response to Comment 19 
Site specific descriptive data as noted above is generally beyond the scope of a programmatic EIR.  
The purpose of the data and analysis reported in the DEIR is not to “justify the proposed DFMP” but 
to examine alternatives that would inform the public and decision makers considering the best course 
of management.  The level of “supporting site characterization” considered necessary by the 
commenter is beyond the scope of the programmatic nature of the DEIR.  The DEIR and RDEIR 
clearly describe the characteristics of suitable Murrelet habitat, areas that may provide suitable 
Marbled Murrelet habitat, and areas to be retained as old-growth and managed for late successional 
forest conditions to maintain and enhance Marbled Murrelet habitat over time.  Forest characteristics 
that define Marbled Murrelet habitat suitability are described in detail in the Marbled Murrelet species 
account. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page IV.7-58 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

P-177 

1-9 

Page IV.7-59 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

1-9 

Page IV.7-60 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

10
11
12

13
14
15-16
17

18
19

20

21

22

Page IV.7-61 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

23

24
25

26

27

28

29

Page IV.7-62 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

Page IV.7-63 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

37

38

39

40

41

Page IV.7-64 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

Page IV.7-65 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

Page IV.7-66 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

57

58

59

60

61

62

Page IV.7-67 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

63

64

Page IV.7-68 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

65

66

67

Page IV.7-69 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

68

69

70

71

Page IV.7-70 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

72

73

74

74a

75

76

Page IV.7-71 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

77

78

79

80

81

82

Page IV.7-72 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

83

84

85

86

87

Page IV.7-73 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

88

89

90

91

Page IV.7-74 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

92

93

94

95

96

Page IV.7-75 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

97

98

99

100

101

102

Page IV.7-76 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

103

104

105

106

107

Page IV.7-77 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

108

109

110

111

112

113

114

Page IV.7-78 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

115

116

117

118

119

120

Page IV.7-79 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

121

122

123

124

125

126

127

128

Page IV.7-80 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

129

130

131

132

133

134

135

Page IV.7-81 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

136

137

138

Page IV.7-82 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

Page IV.7-83 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

Page IV.7-84 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

Page IV.7-85 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

Page IV.7-86 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

Page IV.7-87 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

Page IV.7-88 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

Page IV.7-89 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

Page IV.7-90 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

Page IV.7-91 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

Page IV.7-92 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

Page IV.7-93 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page IV.7-94 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Letter P-177  
 
Response to Cover Letter Comment - The commenter’s general conclusion in the cover letter, 
that the DEIR is inadequate and requires re-writing and recirculation, is supported by the more 
specific comments that follow.   
 
The Board will respond to each of those specific comments and in so doing respond to this general 
comment as well.  This document has been many years in the making and includes the input of 
professionals, relies upon scientific studies and peer reviewed research. The document exceeds the 
minimum EIR requirements described in CCR §§15120 – 15131 and the Board has complied with all 
of CEQA’s procedural requirements (CCR §§15080 – 15089).  None of the conditions requiring the 
recirculation of a DEIR as described in CCR §15088.5 exist. 
 
Response to General Comment #1 - The commenter states that the DEIR is “unreadable” and 
“disorganized”, is a “data dump”, and contains “irrelevant” and “extraneous” information.   
 
Given the complexity of issues raised in earlier comment and scoping efforts and the level of scrutiny 
that actions at JDSF draw the Board believes their disclosure responsibilities under CEQA required 
them to clearly lay before the public and agencies all of the information available to them in reaching 
a decision to either approve or disapprove the DFMP.  This required an interpretation of the hundreds 
of studies and research articles addressing coastal forest management, descriptions of the dozens of 
listed species that would potentially be affected, the status of watersheds, the forests and other 
resources, a wealth of historical information about the forest, an explanation of the environmental 
processes involved, the numerous Board policies and Forest Practice Rules that guide State Forest 
management, and numerous other state and federal environmental laws that the Board must consider 
in their decision.  The Board believes that the public as well as other agencies expected a document 
that reflected a high level of disclosure, analysis and expertise; much more than could be 
accomplished in a 150 to 300 page document recommended by the commenter. 
 
Response to General Comment #2-The commenter states that the document “mixes setting 
and impact information”.   
 
While no example of this is provided, the Board believes that comment  may be refer to the tiering, or 
nesting, of the Environmental Setting that was done in this document to enhance clarity and 
relevance.  This approach is described in Section V-1 (page V-1) which states that this section 
provides an “overview” of the environmental setting and that more detailed settings are described in 
the resource specific sections (Section VII) and in the Cumulative Effects Section (Section VIII).  
While this approach leads to some redundancy and related information being found in more than one 
location, its intent was to better focus the reader on the specific resource under discussion. 
 
Response to General Comment # 3 - The commenter also states that the “cumulative impacts 
sections are placed in different section (sic) of the EIR”.  
 
As with the Environmental Setting described above, the cumulative impacts section was nested within 
the document such that the reader could focus on the cumulative impacts associated with a single 
resource (Section VII) and could focus on the interactions between the cumulative effects of multiple 
resources in another section (Section VIII).  This was done intentionally to enhance clarity and 
readability and not to cause confusion. 
 
Response to General Comment #4 - The commenter states that the document “repeatedly fails 
to address scoping and 2002 EIR comments”.   
 
The Board has taken into consideration the comments that were received by the Department and the 
Board during earlier scoping efforts in the crafting of this EIR.  For example, the DEIR considers two 
new alternatives as a direct result of public input. Alternative F looks at potential new management 
direction for JDSF as a result of SB 1648 (Chesbro) and input from the Sierra Club during the Board 

Page IV.7-95 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

scoping process. And the Board’s Alternative C2 includes additional mitigations and management 
constraints on the DFMP as a result of public input on the 2002 EIR prepared by the Department.  
Following the close of public comment on the 2005 DEIR, the Board developed the new Alternative G 
in large part in response to the comments received on the DEIR and the alternatives contained 
therein. 
 
Response to General Comment #5 - The commenter believes that the technical, scientific and 
regulatory “jargon” used in the DEIR violates CCR §15140 and its requirement that EIRs be 
written in “plain language”.   
 
The Board has strived to create a document that is clear to the public and that contains a minimum of 
unnecessary discussion.  However, this document does address many highly technical subjects and 
as such relies on many highly specific terms.  While the authors could have eliminated more of the 
information to better achieve the “plain language” goal, they would have done so with a consequent 
loss in precision and an increase in ambiguity.  It was the Board’s intention to reach a balance. 
Knowing that the interested public was generally familiar with many of the complex issues involved 
the Board felt it reasonable to not oversimplify.  Where technical usage was unavoidable the 
extensive list of Acronyms and Abbreviations and Glossary of Terms found in the Appendices was 
available.  
 
Response to General Comment #6 - The commenter believes that the DEIR’s page length 
violates CCR §15141.     
 
The “Discussion” following this CEQA Guidelines section clearly identifies these page limits as being 
“recommended”, not absolute.  Given the history of this project – the public involvement, past 
litigation, controversy, etc. – the Board believes that the public and other agencies expected a level of 
disclosure, analysis and discussion which resulted in a document larger than what is recommended in 
the Guidelines. 
 
Response to General Comment #7 - The commenter states that “the document provides 
remarkably little actual information on the project area, but rather focuses on describing 
environmental processes… and generic background data.  Because the information provided 
is not synthesized, integrated, or comparatively related it becomes nearly useless to the lay-
reader”.   
 
The Board agrees that the document relies upon significant amounts of historic and research data as 
well as describes the numerous environmental processes that effect management decision and 
outcomes; however, the Board does not believe that this has supplanted meaningful analysis.  For 
example, the Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat Section (VII-6.6) at 240 pages, devotes 10 pages to an 
analysis of the proposed project’s impacts and 110 pages to a quantitative comparison of the 
alternatives.  Without the preceding 100 plus pages of background materials on the status of the 
listed species and the condition of the habitat, both on a local and regional basis, the reader would be 
without a perspective for understanding the analytical results.  The Board believes that the public was 
better served through their inclusion in the document. 
 
Response to General Comment #8 - The commenter states that the document fails “to relate 
setting, impact and mitigation discussions” and that the “minimal impacts “analyses” are 
often just unsupported conclusions”.   
 
Without specific examples the Board is unable to address this comment other than to say that it 
recognizes the need to create those linkages and believes it has done so in this document. 
 

Page IV.7-96 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Response to General Comment #9 - The commenter states that the document “contains a 
number of factual errors and contradictions”.   
 
The Board thanks the commenter and other reviewers cited for drawing attention to these items.  
Each will be addressed, and if found necessary, corrected in the final EIR. 
 
INADEQUATE PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES DESCRIPTIONS 
 
Response to Comment 10  
The purpose of the DFMP is explained in detail on page 1 of the Plan and summarized on page III-1 
of the DEIR.  The DFMP’s goals and objectives are described in detail in Appendix II of the Plan and 
are reiterated in DEIR Sections I.4 and III.2.  A described in the Plan the purposes are: 1). Guide the 
integrated use and protection of the Forest’s resources; 2). Meet requirements of legislation and 
Board policy, and; 3). Address local regional and statewide concerns.  These purposes are guided by 
state legislation, Board Policy and forest management planning.  
 
Response to Comment 11 
The DFMP is not a logging plan. As explained above the DFMP has multiple purposes, goals and 
objectives.  Timber management and demonstration, as implemented through logging, is one aspect 
of the DFMP.  As described in Chapter 4 of the DFMP JDSF has an extensive research program. 
Some research requires logging; however, there are other projects that do not involve logging such 
as investigating the forest’s fire history and researching the movement of LWD in watercourses. 
Conversely, timber harvesting will take place that does not have a direct research link. Table 5 of the  
DFMP describes the desired future forest structure conditions. The goal for management on JDSF is 
to move the Forest toward these conditions. It is not feasible to create these conditions through 
research studies alone. Many timber harvesting operations will therefore not have a direct research 
link, but rather will be implemented to create the variety of forest structure conditions necessary to 
remain relevant as a managed research forest. Where mitigation is required, either in the DFMP or 
DEIR, monitoring is also required to ensure compliance and effectiveness.  CEQA requires the 
adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Report Plan (PRC §21081.6) as described on page IX-2 of 
the DEIR that covers all projects implemented under the Plan, not just monitoring associated with 
logging.   
 
Response to Comment 12 
The apparent inconsistency may arise due to misconception: 
 
1) The commenter may believe that a number of forest harvest types which are presented as different 
silvicultural systems (presumably those that create openings in a stand) are all essentially 
clearcutting.  Unlike clearcutting, the different silvicultural systems are distinguished by a variety of 
different amounts and spatial configurations of the original stand after harvest. They have very 
different effects on the environment, including forest structure, micro-climate and wildlife habitat.  
 
2) The commenter may believe that all of the acres assigned to even-aged management will be 
harvested during the term of the plan. These acres do not represent stands that are scheduled for 
harvest in the short term. They represent the sum total of all acres, of varying stages of development, 
that are being cultivated using a particular silvicultural system. In forestry, where a crop of trees can 
take a century or longer to grow to where they are ready for harvest, only a small minority of the 
acreage assigned to an even-aged silvicultural system will be harvested in any given year. Many of 
these stands are young  and as such are decades away from being harvested. 
 
The Management Plan states that up to 26 percent of JDSF will be managed under even-aged 
silvicultural systems (Table 5). Chapter 3 states that a maximum of about one percent of JDSF may 
be clearcut harvested in any one decade. These statements are not inconsistent. 
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Response to Comment 13 
The purpose of research on clearcutting is the same as that of all other silvicultural methods, namely 
to increase the knowledge of this silvicultural method, its application, and the potential environmental 
effects. 
 
Response to Comment 14 
The area of the Forest dedicated to clearcutting is in fact miniscule compared to the other silvicultural 
methods. The area dedicated to clearcutting, at most 500 acres per decade, is much less than its 
importance as one of the most prevalent forest management techniques within the redwood region. 
 
Response to Comment 15  
Logging can be tied to a specific research project such as the Caspar Creek study, which investigates 
effects of timber harvest on streamflow and soil. Logging can also be done to create and maintain 
managed forest conditions that are necessary to support research. Given the amount of acres that 
have to be treated each year to achieve the forest structure goals in Table 7 in the management plan, 
research projects alone cannot be the only vehicle for timber harvest on JDSF.  In any given year, a  
majority of the silvicultural treatments will probably not be directly associated with a specific research 
project. Rather, they will be aimed at creating the diversity of forest structure conditions necessary to 
meet the Forest’s mandate as a managed research forest as opposed to an ecological reserve.  

Response to Comment 16 
Despite the fact that there are no shortages of clearcut study sites to choose from outside JDSF, 
commercial forests typically do not have the funding, institutional mechanisms, infrastructure, and 
staff required to plan and implement research projects through to completion, nor the desire to share 
the results with competitors and the general public. Shifting management directions often preclude 
long-term studies on private forest lands. Forest research requires long time commitments and 
stability in management in order to ensure that the investment in the research can bear fruit.  JDSF 
remains one of the few forested areas within the redwood region and the State where this research is 
possible1. 

Response to Comment 17  
The research on JDSF is focused on sustainable forestry practices, including those with potential to 
improve long-term forest management and protection.  
 
Response to Comment 18  
The plan appropriately includes a strong restoration and mitigation emphasis, as well as a proposal 
for future management of forest stands as dictated by statute and Board policy. JDSF is one of a few  
well stocked large tracts of redwood forest in Mendocino county that is not in a depleted condition.  
Past logging practices on JDSF created the current forest conditions, and as such they are not 
problematic. The Department acquired the forest in a largely depleted condition in the 1940s. JDSF 
did not grow into its current forest condition despite the Department's past management; 
management created the current condition.  

Response to Comment 19 
Many of the management or mitigation measures adopted by the Board have never been specified in 
previous management plans for JDSF, having been newly established for the ADFFMP or developed 
in recent years, and shown to be effective.  Though often related to well-known and proven strategies 
that have been applied in the past within the Forest and elsewhere, most of the measures have been 
specifically proposed for this management plan.  The Board believes that the elements of the plan 
related to future timber harvest are well organized and plainly presented.   
 

                                                 
1 O’Hara, Kevin. Professor of Silviculture, University of California, Berkeley.  Letter to the Board of Forestry and 
Fire Protection, dated March 23, 2007. 
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See responses to comments below and responses to the cited comment letters from Peter Baye 
(mailed DEIR comment letter P-214), James Strittholt (e-mailed DEIR comment letter E-25), and 
Patrick Higgins (e-mailed DEIR comment letter E-26).  In addition to the significant project information 
incorporated into the DEIR, the project is also further described in the DFMP.  The final proposed 
form of the project is detailed in the RDEIR and the ADFFMP.   The proposed project comprises 
significantly more than just timber harvesting.  As proposed in Alternative C1, the project also 
includes fisheries habitat improvement, late seral forest restoration, a research and demonstration 
program, a recreation program, a monitoring and adaptive management program, and a 
miscellaneous forests products sale program, among other elements.  The proposed project in the 
ADFFMP also would provide a substantial increase in the amount of forest to be restored to late seral 
conditions and to be managed to develop older forest conditions, including a 6,800-acre older forest 
structure zone. 
 
Mitigation strategies obscure nothing; they make clear where potential significant adverse 
environmental pacts are identified and the manner in which these impacts are proposed to be 
lessened to a less-than-significant level.   
 
Response to Comment 20  
The assessment area is the same for all alternatives. For watershed resources, for example, the 
assessment area includes the entire Noyo and Big River watershed area, including the short-run 
coastal watersheds between the two larger river systems. Additional information that extends beyond 
the assessment area, is provided as the environmental setting. 
 
Response to Comment 21  
The commenter is correct that descriptions of the alternatives can be found in various locations within 
the DEIR; the Executive Summary, Section VI, and Table VI.1.  This was done to provide the reader 
with various levels of detail that they might find appropriate for their level of interest.  The most 
detailed description of each alternative is provided in Table VI.1 where the comparison is made 
between the alternatives, management approaches and the various resource elements.   
 
The Board believes that a sufficient level of detail has been provided about each alternative 
considering that the DEIR is programmatic, analyzing the future activities that may occur under the 
DFMP over the next five to ten years.  By their very nature, programmatic EIRs and management 
plans are “course” and oftentimes provide only general policy and management direction.  This Plan 
and DEIR provide much more.  Additional specificity and detail will be provided once projects tiering 
to this Plan and DEIR are proposed.        
 
INAPPROPRIATE BASELINE  
 
Response to Comment 22  
The temporary curtailment of timber operations at JDSF invalidates the environmental setting and 
baseline conditions relied upon by the Board in determining whether its adoption of the DFMP results 
in significant impacts.  The environmental setting and baseline conditions are reflected in the status of 
the environment and the various resource elements; not whether or not operations are occurring.  In 
determining the baseline condition it is irrelevant whether logging, gravel quarrying or sub-division 
development is occurring; it is the status of each resource element that determines the environmental 
setting.  Where changes in operations occur (increased, decreased, or curtailed) that in some way 
affect a resource, the change will be reflected in the status of that resource.  If the cessation of timber 
operations has resulted in changes to water quality then the determination as to whether the approval 
of the project results in impacts will be based upon a comparison with that new baseline condition; not 
whether the most recent timber operations occurred last week or five years in the past.  
 
Over the years there have been many fluctuations in the level of harvest at JDSF; from no annual 
harvest (late 1940s and early 2000s), to a few million board feet per year, to over 40 million board 
feet in a few years.  This variability is attributed to changing market conditions, forest staffing, interest 
in bidding on sales, as well as litigation.  In addition, timber operations cease every winter.  However, 

Page IV.7-99 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

the cessation of timber operations at JDSF, seasonally or longer, does not equate to “no 
management”; research projects carry on, campgrounds are utilized, crews maintain roads. The 
Board’s baseline for approving the DFMP takes into consideration the effects of past logging as well 
as ongoing management activities as determined by the status of the individual resource elements. 
 
Response to Comment 23  
A 16 years old inventory is not outside of normal standards in forestry, where trees can take a century 
or longer to grow to maturity. The inventory used to support the management plan/EIR is current in 
the sense that it accurately captures the current resource conditions. It is approaching the end of its 
useful life span, but careful updates for growth and harvest have preserved its accuracy. Short-term 
updates of an inventory is an accepted industry practice.  A new resources inventory was installed in 
2005.  In addition, the Continuous Forest Inventory (CFI) plot system was remeasured during 2005.  
The CFI was initiated in 1959, and has been periodically remeasured.  This is one of the longest 
standing forest growth data sets within the redwood region. Both sets of 2005 measurements 
corroborate the inventory used to support this management plan/EIR. JDSF, by virtue of being a 
research forest, constantly collects and updates resource information data. If the EIR were to be 
continually revised to incorporate the latest resource inventory data, it would never be completed. 
 
Response to Comment 24  
This comment implies that a lack of inventory data at the planning watershed level represents a 
failure to meet the minimum obligations under CEQA and to provide a basis for informed decision 
making and public participation in the development of the Management Plan.  The EIR is a 
programmatic document that provides sufficient information with which to perform an analysis of 
potential impacts associated with the management plan.  Habitat types are clearly provided in spatial 
format. In addition, future projects will tier to the EIR.  Environmental analysis will be performed for 
those projects.  In the case of timber harvest plans, a more detailed inventory is generally performed 
for the project.  The appropriate level of detail of inventory data for analysis depends on the objective 
of the analysis. The management plan/EIR is a forest wide planning effort, consequently the proper 
scale of data and analysis is the entire forest and adjacent ownerships. 
 
Response to Comment 25  
The level of detail (“grain”) of the forest inventory exceeds standards in the industry. The data were 
aggregated to the level of detail commensurate with the objectives for this particular project.  
 
Response to Comment 26  
Without a more specific description of the perceived deficiencies, a meaningful response is not 
possible. Mr. Taylor’s concerns have been addressed in detail in the responses to his DEIR comment 
letters P-184 and P-185. The Board believes the inventory used to support the management plan/EIR 
is fully adequate. 
 
Response to Comment 27  
The Board believes that forest stands are accurately identified and used in the analysis of impacts of 
the proposed project.  Structural characteristics are a more reliable characteristic of habitat values 
than age. Silviculture on JDSF and elsewhere in recent years has gravitated away from clearcutting 
to create stands with a simple, well-defined age structure, toward more complex harvesting systems 
that create irregular stands with multiple age classes. In these irregular stands, the age construct can 
have questionable value. While it is always possible to calculate the average age of any forests and 
stands, the age parameter is often an unreliable diagnostic for the evaluation of old-growth habitat 
values.  
 
A large portion of JDSF consists of uneven-aged stands. These stands typically arise from selection 
harvests, in which individual trees or small groups of trees are harvested at a time.  Regeneration of 
young trees in these small canopy gaps create a stand that eventually consists of a variety of different 
size and age class cohorts. It would not be very meaningful to average the ages of old-growth trees 
with poles and saplings in such a stand to arrive at an average stand age.  
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Even-aged stands are subject to similar difficulties. Residual individual old-growth trees are spread 
throughout the Forest outside of old-growth groves, and intermingled with second growth stands. 
Residual mature second growth trees are routinely left after harvest entries to provide wildlife habitat 
as well as shade and shelter for the next generation of trees emerging in the understory. Substantial 
cohorts of younger trees often appear under a relatively open canopy of mature trees as a result of 
natural seedfall. In these and many other scenarios, a simple arithmetic average age would not be 
useful as a measure of habitat values. Alternative more complex age definitions can be used, but no 
agreed upon technical standard exists for how to measure age in irregular stands.  
 
See also the response to comment 77. 
 
Response to Comment 28  
The DEIR and RDEIR relied upon the best available information for all of its analyses.  “CEQA does 
not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation 
recommended or demanded by commenters” (CCR §15204).  An EIR “need not be exhaustive” in its 
review of impacts and should be focused on “what is reasonably feasible” (CCR §15151).  
Conducting new research or “normalizing” existing data sets is not reasonable or feasible given the 
broad geographic scope of the project and the low likelihood of severe impacts.    
 
See also response to comment 62, below.  See also response to Patrick Higgins letter of comment on 
the DEIR (e-mailed comment letter E-26), particularly the responses to comments 17 and 19.  See 
also response to Peter Baye letter of comment on the DEIR (mailed comment letter P-214). 
 
The Board recognizes that results from numerous research studies cited in the comprehensive 
RDEIR were from widely ranging time periods.  Study results were reported that provided insight into 
how past practices impacted watershed related resources (since they shed light on how the proposed 
timber operations will potentially impact aquatic and terrestrial resources), and some of  these studies 
are older than others.  The best available information for these purposes was used.  It is important to 
note that more information exists for JDSF and the JDSF assessment area than for most areas in the 
Coast Range of northwestern California.  It is also important to recognize that just because a 
scientifically valid study is older, it does not mean that the study’s results are invalid or unimportant.   
Several integrative analyses are provided in the DEIR to look at in-stream fisheries habitat and water 
quality issues together.  See section VIII.7.1 and Model 1:  GIS Evaluation of Cumulative Watershed 
Effects and Recovery Potential and Model 2: Fish and Game In-Stream Channel Surveys and 
Ecological Management Decision Support System. 
 
The DEIR also utilizes considerable amounts of research on logging impacts to water quality and 
aquatic resources that been conducted on JDSF in the Caspar Creek watershed study: see DEIR 
sections VII.6.1 (Aquatic Resources), VII.7 (Geology and Soils), VII.10 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality), and section VIII (Cumulative Effects).  This research does integrate the impacts on several 
resources over one time period.  The Caspar Creek study has been ongoing since 1962 and is one of 
the most comprehensive, long-term watershed studies in the United States (Ziemer and Ryan 2000).  
Results from logging impacts on the North Fork of Caspar Creek are all from the same time period 
and provide an excellent example of how interdisciplinary assessment can successfully occur when a 
properly funded long-term watershed study is undertaken.  The Board believes that the studies 
summarized in this section, and in particular the results from the Caspar Creek watershed study, 
provide a firm basis projecting the expected level of impacts from the proposed alternative in the 
RDEIR.  Results from the Caspar Creek study have been reported on in over 150 scientific papers 
that are available on the internet (http://www.fs.fed.us/psw/topics/water/caspar/caspubs.shtml).  
These papers include study results on changes in peak flows, sediment yield, hillslope erosion, 
fisheries, and macroinvertebrate communities.  New study results are posted as they are available, 
with entries for papers completed in 2007 available.   
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INADEQUATE IMPACT ASSESSMENTS  
 
Response to Comment 29  
The Board believes it has fully complied with CCR §15126.2(a), but without specific examples is 
unable to provide a more detailed response. 
 
Response to Comment 30  
The DEIR and DFMP have extensive discussion on fish and wildlife species, including specifically the 
NSO and coho salmon, in their respective sections of the document (Section VII.6).  Without more 
specifics, the Board is unsure what the commenter finds lacking.  The DEIR includes programmatic 
mitigation for the impacts identified with adopting the DFMP; however, there are no HCPs associated 
with this project as neither the Board nor the Department are seeking an incidental take permit 
(federal ESA section 10(a)) from a federal wildlife agency. 
 
Response to Comment 31  
There are benefits of long-term planning and cumulative effects analysis that come with developing a 
management plan and analyzing its implementation in a programmatic EIR.  Both management plans 
and PEIRs allow a lead agency to consider the broad policy and long-term consequences of their 
actions.  These are areas that are often overlooked by lead agencies that instead focus on the short-
term through the routine review and approval of individual projects.  It is the Board’s opinion that this 
Plan and EIR appropriately focuses on where the forest will be in the mid-term as well as long-term 
as a result of the proposed management.  The EIR provides an analyses of the impacts associated 
with that outcome and provides the necessary mitigation to address the known impacts.   The site 
specific effects associated with individual projects are best addressed at the project level.  DEIR 
Section II-6.2 (page II-10) and Table II-1 describe the CEQA compliance that is necessary for 
subsequent site specific projects that tier to this programmatic EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 32  
The commenter uses the term “studies”, indicating large scale, possibly property-wide research 
intended to identify problems or develop solutions; however, in the context of this comment the Board 
interprets this to mean “surveys” that are routinely conducted prior to approval of individual projects.  
The Board is of the opinion that surveys designed to identify sensitive resources within a project area 
are appropriately “deferred” until the specific project has been defined and project planning and 
analysis has begun.  Certain surveys are “time sensitive” and may only be conducted within a limited 
period of time prior to project approval and implementation (i.e., NSO surveys) while others are so 
extensive in scope (e.g., property-wide archaeological or botanical surveys) as to be infeasible 
without considerable resources.  Where these surveys have not been completed, impacts would 
indeed be “speculative” and not something that could be addressed in a programmatic EIR or the 
DFMP.   However, the Board has identified a number of potential impacts associated with approval of 
the DFMP and has developed measures to reduce those impacts programmatically (e.g., snag and 
LWD dependent species and Road Management Plan).  Future timber harvesting plans and other 
potential projects will include a detailed analysis of potential impacts, tiered to the EIR. 
 
The DFMP includes a short-term harvest schedule (DFMP page 56, and amended in RDEIR Table 
II.3) that lists proposed harvest units and identifies the general silvicultural treatments to be applied.  
While these proposed THPs are considered in a general way by the Board in developing this EIR they 
have not been reviewed at the level of detail that would occur under the THP process.  These THPs 
are somewhat speculative, require the approval of other agencies (CAL FIRE, CDFG, RWQCB) and 
are subject to a detailed, project-specific planning, assessment, and review process.  Additional 
information and surveys results collected at the time of THP development will be used in identifying 
site specific impacts and mitigation; a level of detail that is infeasible in this EIR, as well as 
speculative, due to the preliminary nature of project-specific information.  In the event that these 
THPs are ultimately reviewed by the Department's forest practice program, they will be subject to the 
requirements found in the final management plan and programmatic mitigations identified in the final 
EIR, as well as project-specific mitigation proposed by the Forest staff or required during the project 
review process. 
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Response to Comment 33 
The Board is somewhat uncertain as to the use of the word “academic” in the context of the 
comment, and assumes that the intended meaning is “merely theoretical; having no direct practical 
application,” (Webster’s New World Dictionary, Third College Edition).  While appropriate theoretical 
underpinnings of science are relied on in the DEIR, the DEIR’s analyses are anything but theoretical.  
They rely on large amounts of data specifically collected on JDSF, within the larger JDSF cumulative 
effects assessment area, or within the larger region.  Tested, empirically derived models are used in 
many cases to analyze the data and predict outcomes (e.g., use of the California Wildlife Habitats 
Relationship System, the FRAGSTATS model, SEDMODL2, SHALSTAB).  Results are practically 
applied to help determine the potential effects of implementing a range of proposed management 
alternatives on a real piece of forestland. 
 
The comment does not include specific examples of where the DEIR is conclusory, where 
conclusions are not tied to or supported by facts or analyses, or where conclusions appear to be 
developed independent of analyses or conflict with the analyses.     
 
“Worst case analytical review” is not a term found in the CEQA statute or guidelines. CEQA does not 
require lead agencies to consider the effects of extreme events or scenarios that are too speculative; 
nor does it require consideration of the consequences of illegal activities.  The Board has considered 
the environmental impacts of project related activities that are above the minimum or baseline level. 
The ADFFMP was developed with the intent of protecting the various forest resources and therefore 
contains management measures intended to prevent worst case scenarios from occurring. And where 
the DEIR identifies areas where impacts, either individually or cumulatively, are significant (i.e., worst 
case scenarios) mitigations are required to reduce those occurrences.  The Alternatives, A through G, 
provide a broad range in the levels of management activity that might occur at JDSF, and could be 
considered a comparison of best- and worst-case scenarios.  They include everything; from no timber 
harvesting (Alternative A) to 31 MMBF annually (Alternative C1); no evenaged management 
(Alternative E) to 40 percent evenaged management (Alternative B).  In addition, the analysis that 
occurred in the development of the DEIR, as well as the analysis that typically occurs in the 
development of specific projects, includes an anticipation of the considerable variability that can 
occur.  For example, the ADFFMP and the FPRs require watercourse culvert sizing that 
accommodates 100 year storm events; well in excess of the average storm and the standards utilized 
in non-forested settings.  In addition, the DEIR anticipates the “arrival” of Marbled Murrelets to stands 
within and adjacent to JDSF (a worst case scenario if not anticipated and “take” were to occur) and 
requires a number of measures to avoid the potential for impacts, including protecting existing 
suitable habitat, managing designated areas to advance the development of late successional forest 
conditions, and conducting surveys prior to commencing management activities in areas near 
Marbled Murrelet habitat. The DEIR approach for assessing potential impacts is far from the 
“detached and often overly optimistic view” characterized by the commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 34 
The analysis addresses individual and cumulative impacts in a complementary manner.  It is critical to 
understand both, since one must examine and understand the individual pieces to understand the 
whole or the cumulative effect.  
 
Individual impacts can be significant by themselves or can combine to produce cumulative impacts on 
a single resource in close proximity by successive or adjacent activities (such as soil compaction) or 
on one or more remote resources (such as water quality where two or more streams come together).  
The referenced examination of sediment in the DEIR is a good example of how these effects were 
thoroughly examined and addressed.  Effects related to specific resource types are described in 
individual sections of the analysis, while cumulative effects on different resource types are addressed 
in terms of combined effects over time and space, such as sediment budgets, as described in Section 
7.2.5 and Appendix 11 of the DEIR.  Portions of the cumulative effects discussion rely substantially 
on references to the more specific sections to avoid unnecessary repetition in an already voluminous 
document. 
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As stated on DEIR page VIII-2, “A substantial amount of cumulative impact assessment has already 
been presented in section VII Resource Specific Analysis.  The purpose of this section is to introduce 
additional information that is relevant specifically to cumulative effects and to synthesize and recap, 
rather than repeat in detail, information that is found in other parts of this EIR.  Therefore, the 
following discussion of cumulative impacts relies in part on the more detailed descriptions that are 
included in other sections of this EIR.”  Because activities proposed in the Management Plan and 
DEIR have impacts on values associated with specific resources, it is most appropriate to organize 
these documents around the affected resource types, rather than splitting a multitude of effects on 
each resource into impact groups, as implied in Comment 34.  Organizing by specific resources and 
values allows us to identify and provide appropriate mitigation for on-site impacts that can be 
individually treated, while taking a more holistic approach to determining and mitigating for cumulative 
impacts from complex interactions. 
 
Response to Comment 35   
The DEIR uses a systematic approach to address cumulative effects.  It identifies past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects.  It thoroughly identifies the types of impacts these projects 
can cause and the manner in which they can accumulate over space and time.  Given natural 
variability and the complexity of natural processes, specific production functions typically are not 
available to quantitatively tie specific project to specific levels of impacts.  However, a substantial 
amount of data are available that indicate what environmental conditions are currently and how those 
current conditions compare to regulatory target values, thresholds of impact to specific species (e.g., 
water temperatures and salmonid species survival), and reference values from undisturbed 
environments.  Quantitative information on historical environmental conditions is much more limited.  
The DEIR presents and discusses these data on environmental conditions, including how current 
conditions are reflective of past management activity and how reasonably foreseeable probable future 
projects are anticipated to affect these conditions.  While analytical tools are not always available to 
make a quantitative linkage between future projects and effects on the environment, at minimum a 
qualitative linkage is made. 
 
Cumulative effects analysis is required when the project may contribute to effects caused by other 
projects.  In analyzing cumulative effects, it is important not only to evaluate the total effects of all 
projects and programs, where possible, but also the relative contribution of the proposed project to 
the cumulative effects.  Although an analysis may indicate that cumulative effects may be significant 
at the scale of a project or a region, the lead agency is nonetheless only responsible for mitigating for 
the portion of the effect to which it contributes.   
 
For example, aquatic habitat changes associated with timber harvest and road conditions on JDSF, 
prior to mitigations, have the potential to contribute to the larger scale aquatic habitat changes that 
have occurred regionally or locally, the additive effects of ocean conditions, or the influence of 
agricultural practices, etc., on salmonid populations.  The DEIR demonstrates that JDSF’s relative 
contribution to these larger scale impacts is minimal, be they positive or negative.  While the 
cumulative effects of all these activities is significant, contribution of the activities discussed under the 
programmatic DEIR and forest management plan to these cumulative effects is small and thus 
mitigation obligations of the program, taken as a whole, are small,  
 
No data currently exist to tease out the relative quantitative magnitude of individual and numerous 
historic impacts on the aquatic environment and the resources supported, either from a local or a 
regional scale.  The net result of past impacts is however readily apparent on the landscape as are 
salmonid population estimates and trends.  Consequently, the baseline against which cumulative 
impacts must be assessed is representative of a system that has been markedly impacted historically 
and continues to recover or regress incrementally with current land uses.     
 
The DEIR used BioView, a spatial wildlife habitat relationships model, to examine at a large scale and 
in a quantitative fashion the temporal and spatial implications of forest management on habitat quality 
for a suite of species of special concern.  These analyses were carried out on lands within the 
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cumulative effects assessment area of which only a portion (about 23 percent) is JDSF.  Timber 
harvest projections on JDSF, on adjacent ownerships (to the degree they could be determined or 
estimated), as well as those on lands placed in reserve or modified management status, on adjacent 
ownerships, and other descriptors of expected change in forest conditions were used to inform the 
BioView analysis. 
  
There are a number of quantitative as well as qualitative elements found in the cumulative impacts 
assessment for the Marbled Murrelet.  Recent literature as well as public comment has noted the 
importance of not only large, moss-covered limbs as a suitable nest substrate for this species.  No 
data are available to ascertain the current frequency of occurrence of this desired structural attribute 
nor is information available to determine quantitatively the impact of past forest practices on present 
day occurrence.  It does appear however that large limb structure is influenced by multiple 
environmental and management variables.  There is somewhat greater certainty, however, that limb 
moss is found most frequently in close proximity to coastal climatic influences.  This knowledge was 
used in a conceptual model along with other relevant information to identify likely Murrelet habitat 
management areas and potential for cumulative effects to potential Murrelet habitat on the western 
edge of the forest.  That information crossed a number of resource areas including past timber 
harvest, condition of existing stands, and the potential for recreational disturbance. The implications 
of the latter included an undesirable increase in corvid population density or human disturbance to 
future murrelet nesting habitat.  
 
Several quantitative models were used to examine watershed cumulative effects, including the road 
sediment model, SEDMODL2 (see DEIR section VII.7.2.4), and the hydrology model, Delta Q (see 
DEIR Appendix 10).    The EMDS model used to evaluate in-stream habitat quality has both 
quantitative and qualitative components (see DEIR pages VIII-73 to -74). 
 
Response to Comment 36 
The Board does not simply assume that THPs, the FPRs, or the DFMP will mitigate impacts to a level 
of less than significant; the DEIR analysis demonstrates that these elements, along with other state 
and federal environmental laws ensure that impacts will be mitigated through a variety of means.  The 
THP process is not a simple application of the FPRs but rather incorporates detailed planning by a 
registered professional forester, a cumulative impacts analysis, multidisciplinary review that includes 
participation by agency experts and the public, and on-the-ground review team agency preharvest 
inspections, thereby ensuring all project-specific timber harvesting impacts will be identified and 
mitigation developed. This is a level of site-specific review that cannot occur at the programmatic 
level.  
 
The DEIR does not conclude that use of the standard FPRs alone will mitigate all cumulative impacts.  
In addition to the standard FPRs, mitigation for cumulative impacts is provided by requirements 
included in the Draft Management Plan and the Road Management Plan, that will be implemented 
both as stand-alone projects and as part of future THPs, and by site-specific requirements identified 
as part of the THP review process. 
 
In addition, the DEIR has identified particular practices and sensitive resources where impacts may 
occur that are not addressed by the standard application of the FPRs.  The DEIR requires additional 
mitigation to lessen those impacts. For example, the DEIR identifies a potential for impacts to snag 
and LWD dependant species as a result of implementing the DFMP.  As such, a measure is required, 
that is in addition to the standard FPRs, to mitigate this impact (Page VII.6.6-131).  Even where no 
significant impacts are identified, the Board has required additional Management Measures in certain 
instances to ensure protection of sensitive resources (i.e., Section VII.6.2.7, Additional Management 
Measures for Botanical Resources). 
 
Response to Comment 37  
The commenter is correct that the lead agency is under no obligation to identify or require mitigation 
where the DEIR has not identified significant effects to the environment (CCR § 15126.4(a)(3)).  
However, in several cases the Board has chosen to adopt “Additionsl Management Measures” to 
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better implement Board policies, contribute to recovery, or to further ensure that impacts do not result, 
despite finding no evidence of a significant impact (i.e., Section VII.6.2.7, Additional Management 
Measures for Botanical Resources). 
 
INADEQUATE MITIGATIONS 
 
Response to Comment 38  
Without specific examples the Board is unable to fully address this comment other than to say that 
the Board has not identified any significant impacts associated with the DFMP or ADFFMP that are 
left unmitigated, nor has it deferred the mitigation of those impacts to a later date. The Board has 
developed numerous programmatic level mitigation measures to reduce the identified impacts 
associated with implementing the ADFFMP.  Where as yet unidentified additional impact potentials 
are encountered on specific projects, new site-specific mitigation will be developed.   
 
Response to Comment 39 
The DEIR, being a programmatic EIR, recognizes that much of the mitigation required when 
implementing an individual project will be dependent on the specific circumstances associated with 
the individual projects.  Therefore there is some reliance on the fact that impacts associated with 
timber harvesting that may potentially occur will be further mitigated through the application of the 
Forest Practice Rules and the THP impacts assessment and multidisciplinary review processes.  This 
is both required and enforceable mitigation.  The DEIR requires additional programmatic level 
mitigation to lessen those potential impacts. For example, the DEIR identifies additional potential to 
lessen the level of impact to snag and LWD dependant species as a result of implementing the 
DFMP.  As such, mitigation was established, that is in addition to the standard FPRs, which mitigates 
this impact (Page VII.6.6-131).  The mitigation for snags that was adopted through the EIR process 
serves to ensure that significant impacts will not occur. Even where no potential impacts are 
identified, the DEIR requires Additional Management Measures in certain instances to ensure a high 
level of protection of sensitive resources (i.e., Section VII.6.2.7, Additional Management Measures for 
Botanical Resources). 
 
One of the principle objectives of the analysis performed for the DEIR is to assess potential impacts 
associated with a programmatic management direction or proposal, in addition to an analysis of 
several alternatives.  Further assessment occurs at the project level, producing a tiered assessment 
of potential environmental effects. 
 
In addition to certifying the final EIR and adopting the Final FMP, the Board must also adopt a 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) (PRC 21081.6).  The MMRP provides the 
“framework” that ensures impacts are mitigated though application of the specified measures 
identified in the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 40  
Without specific examples the Board is unable to address this comment other than to say that it 
recognizes the need to develop mitigation measures that are both clear and enforceable and believes 
it has done so in this document.  In that this is a programmatic EIR for the approval of a plan, it is 
appropriate to require mitigation that results in changes in the way the Plan is carried out.  Developing 
new information through studies supports an adaptive management approach, thus making the Plan 
responsive to changes in the environment and improvements in forest management science. While 
“studies”, “considering” and “coordinating” are not mitigation, in-and-of-themselves, requiring future 
project proponents to take these steps will result in decisions which are based on better information 
than would be possible otherwise. 
 
Response to Comment 41  
The Board agrees that programmatic EIRs are appropriate for the consideration of mitigations such 
as those developed in HCPs.  However, the DEIR and ADFFMP have not identified any species 
requiring incidental take permits pursuant to section 10(a) of the federal Endangered Species Act, 
triggering the requirement to develop and seek Fish and Wildlife Service or National Marine Fisheries 
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Service approval of an HCP.  All listed species will be protected from "take". All potential impacts to 
federal and state listed species have been fully mitigated in either the Plan or DEIR.  In addition, the 
Board in its approval of the ADFFMP, cannot be held responsible for the development of regional 
mitigations for impacts that are not associated with that approval.  While the Board recognizes the 
decline that has occurred regionally in the resources the commenter cites, the activities which will 
occur at JDSF as a result of adopting this Plan will not contribute to that decline.  In fact, many of the 
provisions of the ADFFMP and mitigations required in the DEIR will assist in the recovery and 
restoration of some of those resources.    
 
Introduction  
 
Response to Comment 42 
The inventory used to support the management plan/EIR is current in the sense that it accurately 
captures the current resource conditions. It is approaching the end of its useful life span, but careful 
updates for growth and harvest have preserved its accuracy. Short-term updates of an inventory is an 
accepted industry practice.  A new resources inventory was installed in 2005.  In addition, the CFI plot 
system was remeasured during 2005.  Both corroborate the inventory used to support this 
management plan/EIR. JDSF, by virtue of being a research forest, constantly collects and updates 
resource information data. If the EIR were to be continually revised to incorporate the latest resource 
inventory data, it would never be completed. The Board has determined the inventory used to support 
the management plan/EIR is fully adequate. 
 
Response to Comment 43  
The Project Description, including information about proposed logging, is presented in DEIR Section 
III, Project Information, and more specifically in Section III.3 Project Description.  Section II 
referenced by the commenter provides the reader with more general introductory and background 
information and was not intended to provide the level of detail found in a Project Description or the  
Draft Forest Management Plan itself. 
 
Project Information  
 
Response to Comment 44  
Section III.5 is included in this DEIR in compliance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15124(c) and 
15131 and is intended to provide the reader with a general understanding of the social and economic 
forces at work in the Redwood and North Coast regions and the part that JDSF plays in the area.  By 
their very nature, these types of analysis are data intensive and require a careful balancing on the 
part of the Board in determining the appropriate level of quantitative information for inclusion in the 
document. The Board chose to err on the side of full disclosure, presenting as much pertinent 
information to the reader as possible.  But to characterize the full disclosure as a “data dump” is an 
inaccurate portrayal of this section as there is considerable analysis, discussion and data 
interpretation that occurs as well. 
 
Environmental Setting  
 
Response to Comment 45  
The Environmental Setting is a required element in a DEIR (CCR §15125) and must include a 
description of the physical environmental conditions that exist in the vicinity of the proposed project.  
The environmental setting must also be described from both a local and regional perspective.  
Section V describes the existing conditions in and around JDSF in terms of: land use; climate; 
topography and geology; vegetation; wildlife; aquatic resources; recreation and other uses; as well as 
land ownership and management.  The Board believes that land management—both past and 
current—is an important element in describing and understanding the environmental setting and is 
therefore included in this section.  As described in the Introduction to Section V, the Board in crafting 
the DEIR has done as the commenter suggests by including and expanding upon the environmental 
setting in each of the respective resource specific sections.  The nesting of levels of specificity was 
adopted in order to reduce redundancy and enhance the relevance of the material for the reader. 
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Response to Comment 46  
The Board erred in using the term “infeasible” in describing the project alternatives that were not 
immediately implementable due to inconsistencies with Board Policy or requiring new legislation as 
described on page VI-14 and as highlighted (shaded) in Table VI-1.  The RDEIR clarified that the 
alternatives are feasible, but would require some legislative or policy changes prior to their 
implementation in whole.  See also response to comment 1 in DEIR comment letter P-171 from Paul 
Carroll. 
 
Response to Comment 47  
Table I-2 identifies the project’s potential significant effects, identifies alternatives that avoid those 
effects and briefly describes mitigations that reduce or eliminate the effect.  This is consistent with 
CCR § 15123(b)(1). To include a detailed description of the mitigation in this table would significantly 
complicate and lengthen the table in addition to being redundant.  For more details the reader is 
directed to the mitigation developed for the specific resources found in Section VII of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 48  
The Board agrees that any activities carried out under that ADFFMP, including logging, that 
contributes to a species extinction would be significant effect, cumulatively or otherwise.  However, 
the DEIR and RDEIR have not identified any effects associated with adopting Alternative C1 of 
Alternative G that would lead to a finding that extinction of any species is likely to occur.  The 
proposed alternative, Alternative G, provides additional management direction to create habitat with 
older forest structure, and allocates additional late seral develop area specifically for the purpose of 
future development of habitat for the marbled murrelet.   
 
Alternatives  
 
Response to Comment 49  
As described in Section II of the DEIR, this is a programmatic EIR that evaluates and analyzes the 
potential effects that may occur as a result of implementing the ADFFMP. The ADFFMP, for the most 
part, provides only general policy and management direction and proposes few site specific projects.  
By their vary nature, programmatic EIRs are general and lack the site specific technical and spatial 
detail that might be found in a project level EIR. As such, the project alternatives are general as well 
and reflect only broad changes in JDSF forest management policy and practice that mitigate or avoid 
impacts from implementing the plan.  The technical and spatial detail the commenter is looking for will 
come with specific project proposals that tier to the final plan approved, and final EIR certified, by the 
Board. 
 
Aesthetics  
 
Response to Comment 50  
Thresholds of significance are established by a lead agency to determine the significance of 
environmental effects that arise as the result of carrying out a project.  Effects are generally 
measured as the difference in the effects that occur under the baseline condition, or “no project” 
alternative, and the proposed project.  It is the lead agency’s responsibility to determine when an 
effect crosses the threshold between less than significant and significant. The setting of that threshold 
is a complicated process—more of an art than a science –and relies on a variety of factors.  In the 
case of aesthetic resources at JDSF, those factors are described in the DEIR on page VII.2-12 and 
include a project’s visibility, integrity and uniqueness of the resource, and the magnitude of change.  
Where the project is not readily visible, the resource is not unique or lacks integrity or the change is 
minor the lead agency may find that the project does not create a significant impact.  And, in the case 
where the existing baseline condition as described in the Environmental Setting is such that the 
proposed project would not differ significantly from what is already present the project’s effects may 
be less than significant as well.  In the case of timber harvesting and aesthetics the Board has 
concluded that forest management in a managed landscape would not automatically exceed an 
aesthetic threshold, whereas similar activities in an unmanaged, or pristine, environment may exceed 
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a threshold, depending upon the specifics of the management activity.  This approach for setting 
thresholds is not in error nor inappropriate under CEQA. 
 
Response to Comment 51  
By their vary nature, programmatic EIRs require a general, or “coarse”, analysis, identify broad 
classes of impacts and develop mitigation measures that can be applied widely.  Site specific impact 
analysis will occur on a project-by-project basis (see DEIR section II-6.1, page II-10).   
 
The ADFFMP and DEIR consider immediate, short and long term impacts, as well as cumulative 
impacts to aesthetic resources.  The ADFFMP includes specific measures to avoid and minimize 
visual impacts along roads or trails, recreational facilities and old growth groves (DEIR page VII.2-17).  
The DEIR proposes additional mitigation that lessens the immediate and short term visual impacts 
associated with even-aged management (DEIR Mitigation 1; page VII.2-15).  Mitigation 1 and 2 
provide an added level of consideration and mitigation for short and long term aesthetic effects from 
timber management on Special Treatment areas.   Potential cumulative aesthetics effects are 
addressed with Mitigation 4. 
 
The DFMP states that no more than 29% (ADFFMP page 50) of the forest will receive even-aged 
management. Furthermore, those treatments will be applied incrementally over a 60 to 150 year 
rotation, where harvested stands will grow and develop concurrently with management activities in 
other stands.  Forest stands harvested under an even-aged management system are far from static.  
In fact, many of the stands that have been recognized as being aesthetically pleasing to Forest 
recreationalists are the direct result of even-aged management applied by the Caspar Lumber 
Company decades ago. The implementation of Mitigation 1 and Mitigation 4 along with the dispersal 
of these treatments over space and time will ensure that neither short-term nor cumulative impacts to 
scenic vistas will occur. 
 
Response to Comment 52  
The “additional protections” identified in the DEIR are examples of the measures that the Department 
has employed in the past to lessen the visual impacts associated with THPs and are not included as 
required mitigation in this DEIR. Whether these measures would be used in the future will depend on 
the results of the site specific analysis that occurs in the preparation of a THP.   That analysis is a 
required in Mitigation 2 for THPs that are within or adjacent to Special Treatment Areas or buffers.  
These measures may be applied or adjusted where appropriate to protect visual resources. 
 
Response to Comment 53  
As is common practice in programmatic EIRs, DEIR Mitigation 3 makes it clear that future 
development projects that may cause light and glare will undergo an independent CEQA review.  
While a lead agency may approve a project that has unmitigable impacts it may only do so if it has 
certified an EIR and after making a statement of overriding considerations.  However, Mitigation 3 
specifies that the potential for impacts be assessed and prevented. 
 
Response to Comment 54  
The only Findings on page VII.2-26-28 is for Cumulative Impact 1, where the impact was found to be 
less than significant once mitigation was applied.  This mitigation is required and will be incorporated 
into the Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 55  
As is common practice in programmatic EIRs, this mitigation describes the process that will be 
followed in the development of future THPs to avoid cumulative aesthetic effects. The mitigation is 
neither vague nor unenforceable as it mandates the circumstances where the measure is to be 
applied, describes the evaluation process that the Registered Professional Forester will conduct in 
order to reach a determination and requires that one or more of the specific mitigations be applied 
where cumulative aesthetic effects are found to occur.   
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Response to Comment 56  
DEIR page VII.5.14 adequately addresses the types of emission sources and causes of the 
emissions (e.g., timber harvest or recreation activities). As discussed on page VII.5-15, measured PM 
10 emissions exceeded the Federal 24-hour or annual average PM10 standards twice since 1999; 
both attributed to summer wildfires. Mendocino County is in non-attainment for the State PM 10 
standard, which is stricter. The primary reason for non-attainment in the measurement station areas 
(Willits and Ukiah), is smoke accumulation from winter wood heating of homes, and particulates from 
vehicle exhaust and road dust, coming from highly urbanized concentrations using unpaved roads. 
Both cities are also located in valleys prone to summer air inversions.   
 
On page VII.5-14, it is stated PM10 emissions from activities in the JDSF would be the lowest when 
historically the PM-10 monitoring stations in the North Coast have measured the highest ambient PM 
10 concentrations. Sources of PM10 emissions on the forest are not calculated because there is 
almost no probability of JDSF contributing to produce a significant effect upon the seasonal air quality 
pollution in Mendocino County.  
 
As described on page VII.5-13, PM 10 emissions on JDSF from slash burning are not significant 
because: 
 

• Slash from roadside vegetation maintenance is burned in small widely distributed piles, in 
winter or spring when air quality is best.  

• Most of the slash from timber sales is made available for public firewood collection. Any burn 
piles generated are re-distributed into small piles and burned as described above.  

• All burning is in compliance with the MCAQMD open burning regulations. Open burning is not 
allowed on days when it could adversely affect air quality.  

• The Mendocino Unit bans open burning, generally all summer between July and Nov. The 
purpose of the ban is fire prevention, but the rule is also beneficial to air quality standards.  

• As described on page VII.5-12, PM10 emissions resulting from vehicle use on dry roads can 
result from three sources: logging traffic, recreation traffic, and administration/management 
vehicles. 

• Logging is subject to the California Forest Practices Act, which requires mitigation of dust 
control by wetting the road. (Fire prevention measures are also listed and enforced, mitigating 
the potential for smoke emissions from wildfire.)  

• All vehicles, including heavy equipment, are subject to the California Air Quality emissions 
standards. Heavy equipment used in logging operations is not concentrated in one area, 
minimizing the potential of accumulated emissions. Any emissions coming from equipment 
occur in areas generally remote from the urban interface.  

 
• Recreation and Administrative traffic on dry unpaved roads is controlled in several ways, 

eliminating much of the dust: 
 

o The major and most well-traveled roads in the forest are already surfaced with rock, 
minimizing dust emission. When available, JDSF obtains Cal Trans-produced asphalt 
grindings to add a temporary surface to heavily trafficked roads.  

o Prior to logging operations, the forest may require (in the sale contract) an application 
of “lignin” or other dust-control measure to designated surface roads as additional 
mitigation for traffic-related dust from logging.  

o The forest is developing a “road plan” to rock and/or pave other popular recreation 
roads to minimize dust, especially in critical areas near streams and fish habitat.  

o Recreation traffic to and from campgrounds is speed controlled--a 5mph speed limit 
is posted and enforced.  

o The forest maintains post harvest-required rolling dips and waterbars, which have a 
side benefit to control vehicle speed and minimize dust from traffic.  
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Aquatic Resources 
  
Response to Comment 57 
The Board does not believe that the characterization reflects the position of the North Coast Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (NCRWQCB) letter (Agency Comment Letter A-1).  See the NCRWQCB 
letter and the response to its comments in section III of the FEIR. See in particular the responses to 
NCRWQCB comments 1-8. 
 
Response to Comment 58 
The DFMP and DEIR rely only in part on the Forest Practice Rules and the timber harvesting plan 
review process to address harvest impacts on aquatic resources.  The cited studies are not wholly 
applicable.  See the response to the referenced comment letter of Patrick Higgins (see e-mailed 
comment letter E-26 in Section IV).  The Board response to the Higgins comment letter (see 
response to comments 4 and 13) and response to the Paul Carroll comment letter (see mailed 
comment letter P-171 in Section IV) (see response to comments 11-14) 
 
Response to Comment 59 
See the response to the cited comment letter from James Strittholt (see e-mailed comment letter E-25 
in section IV).  See specifically the responses to comments 25-35. 
 
Response to Comment 60 
See the response to the cited comment letter from James Strittholt (see e-mailed comment letter E-25 
in section IV).  See specifically the responses to comments 25-33. 
 
Response to Comment 61 
See the response to the cited comment letter from James Strittholt (see e-mailed comment letter E-25 
in section IV).  See specifically the response to comment 7.   
 
The DEIR and RDEIR assessed potential project impacts on all watersheds and concluded that that 
management of JDSF, as proposed under the ADFFMP, would result in continued recovery of aquatic 
habitat within the Forest.  This habitat is expected to contribute to the recovery of salmonid 
populations.  
 
Response to Comment 62    
The cited watershed analysis information that is incorporated into the DEIR is only part or the 
information used to assess aquatic resources.  The DEIR used the most recent information that was 
reasonably available “CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all 
research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters” (CCR §15204).  
An EIR “need not be exhaustive” in its review of impacts and should be focused on “what is 
reasonably feasible” (CCR §15151).  Conducting new research or “normalizing” existing data sets is 
not reasonable or feasible given the broad geographic scope of the project and the low likelihood of 
sever impacts.  For example, water temperature information (a key factor for aquatic resources) was 
as recent as the summer of 2003 (the critical time for water temperature for fish).  In-stream fish 
habitat surveys also were as recent as 2003.    Mendocino Redwood Company’s 2002 watershed 
analysis of the Big River watershed also provided information on conditions for aquatic resources.  
Given that the Notice of Preparation (the benchmark for establishing the environmental setting (CCR 
§15125(a))) for the DEIR was released in January of 2004, this information is reasonably current.   
 
See also the response to comment 28. 
 
Response to Comment 63 
The Board recognizes that the Aquatics section includes an abundance of information covering a 
wide range of aquatic habitat topics.  However, this material is supplied to give the reader complete 
background information necessary to understand current fisheries status regionally, in Mendocino 
County, and within JDSF.  The information provided includes the results of past monitoring work, and 
how past practices have impacted sensitive habitat conditions within the assessment area. With this 
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comprehensive dataset, it is possible to reasonably project what the impact will be from the proposed 
project, as well as potential impacts for the other alternatives.    
 
The Board believes that the DEIR provides both multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary assessment.  
See, for example, DEIR Cumulative Effects section VIII.7.1.  Several integrative analyses are 
provided there to look at in-stream fisheries habitat and water quality issues together:   Model 1:  GIS 
Evaluation of Cumulative Watershed Effects and Recovery Potential and Model 2: Fish and Game In-
Stream Channel Surveys and Ecological Management Decision Support System. 
 
See also the response to comment 25 in the letter of comment from James Strittholt (DEIR electronic 
comment letter E-25).   
 
Response to Comment 64. 
The wide range of background information, varying at times in its detail or spatial 
comprehensiveness, is reflective of the pool of information that was reasonably available for use in 
the DEIR.  Taken as a whole, however, this information provides a robust picture of the aquatic 
resource conditions on JDSF, the larger watershed cumulative effects assessment area, and the 
broader regional setting.  One intention of the DEIR was to provide the reader with a regional context 
that could then be applied specifically to considerations of JDSF.  Threatened and endangered 
salmonids are of significant public concern.  The section is arranged to examine the topics of habitat, 
populations, and the regulatory environment first at a regional scale, and then at the local scale of the 
JDSF ownership and adjacent ownerships.  For example, section 6.1.2 provides a regional overview 
of aquatic habitat conditions.  This section is followed by section 6.1.3, which describes aquatic 
conditions within the JDSF ownership and by section 6.1.4 which examines aquatic conditions on 
adjacent watersheds and downstream areas.  Similarly, section 6.1.6 examines salmonid population 
status in a regional context. This section is followed by section 6.1.7 that examines fish distribution 
and status on JDSF proper.  Finally, section 6.1.11 describes elements of the state and federal 
regulatory environment that guide JDSF management.  This section is followed by section 6.1.12 , 
which describes specific regulatory and other specific management measures already incorporated in 
the JDSF management plan.  Addressing aquatic resource setting issues at multiple scales for a 
programmatic EIR is clearly complex.  That complexity was recognized early on and the DEIR aquatic 
resources section organized to minimize reader confusion. See also response to Comment 1. 
 
Different portions of the DEIR vary in their technical complexity, and some sections may be more 
challenging than others for the less technical reader.  However, much of the DEIR is written at a level 
reasonable for the less technical reader.  In particular, the summary impact tables at the end of each 
resource analysis chapter are written in a very accessible fashion.  These tables provide the key kind 
of summary information (how do the various alternatives differ in their potential environmental 
impacts) that the less technical reader is most likely to find interesting. 
 
The paragraph quoted from page VII.6.1-37 of the DEIR touches on only two (stream temperature 
and large woody debris recruitment role of riparian vegetation) of the many impact areas addressed 
in the DEIR (these include sediment, streambank stability, in-stream habitat characteristics, and 
aquatic macroinvertebrates).   It is not intended to be a comprehensive summary of potential impacts 
to riparian functions.  Further, the limited quote misses the full context of the paragraph from which it 
is lifted: 
 

 Much of the riparian landscape on JDSF is not yet providing full riparian function. 
Seral stage classification provides a general indication of riparian conditions and 
quality. Two percent of the riparian vegetation found in JDSF is made up of young 
open forest and 34 percent is mid-seral forest. Where some level of disturbance has 
occurred in riparian areas, there would be an extended period required to attain fully 
functioning conditions. For example, in early-seral stages, the immature riparian 
vegetation (both hardwood and coniferous species) is a low-to-moderate shade 
source and a poor contributor of large wood. In mid-seral stages, the riparian 
vegetation is a good shade source and a low-to-moderate contributor of large wood. 
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Most riparian vegetation does not become a good source of large wood until the late-
seral stages. Although much of the land is currently in early- to mid-seral stages, 
riparian habitat should improve over time (20 to 90 years). (DEIR page VII.6.1-37) 

 
Thus, only 2 percent of JDSF riparian vegetation is made up of early forest stages that provide lower 
riparian habitat quality.  Thirty-four percent is in mid-seral forest that provides a good shade source 
and a low-to-moderate source of large wood.  Other portions of JDSF provide higher levels of shade 
and large woody debris value.  The ADFFMP is specifically designed to improve the riparian 
vegetation in Class I and II Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones over time, including minimizing 
disturbance and facilitating the development of late seral forest conditions over time.  The 90-year 
period mentioned in the paragraph is not intended to suggest that riparian vegetation will be reduced 
over the next two decades.  Rather, it is meant to indicate that riparian vegetation that is currently in 
the mid-seral stages will take 90 years or more to grow into the more advanced seral conditions that 
will provide even higher levels of shade and large woody debris.  The end result of the 
implementation of the ADFFMP will be the improvement of riparian vegetation over time, resulting in 
the improvement of in-stream habitat for salmonids.  By improving habitat conditions, the Plan will 
contribute to the enhancement of salmonid populations.  However, due to influences on salmonid 
populations outside of JDSF and the influence of ocean conditions on salmonid populations, the 
analysis is unable to definitively determine how salmonid populations themselves will change.  See 
also the response to comment 70. 
 
Response to Comment 65 
See the response to the referenced comment letter of Patrick Higgins (see e-mailed comment letter 
E-26 in Section IV); see specifically the responses to comments 17 and 19. 
 
Response to Comment 66   
See the response to the referenced comment letter of Patrick Higgins (see e-mailed comment letter 
E-26 in Section IV); see specifically the response to comment 21. 
 
Response to Comment 67   
The Habitat Suitability Overview concentrates on those lands outside of JDSF but within the larger 
watershed based assessment area including those watersheds that “receive” aquatic conditions 
largely influenced by JDSF forest conditions (water temperature, sediment load etc.).  As such they 
are a key input to an evaluation of cumulative and programmatic level impacts and provide important 
contextual information where stream conditions outside of JDSF can help explain certain aquatic 
conditions on JDSF including stream temperature, sediment levels, salmonid distribution, and large 
woody debris loading as an artifact of historic practices.  DEIR Sections 6.1.11 through 6.1.14 pages 
VII.6.1-90 through VII.6.1-98 are pertinent to an evaluation of impact and are prelude to Section 
6.1.16 Project Impacts.  
 
The EIR is programmatic and not designed to evaluate in detail the impacts from individual forest 
management operations.  Knowledge of the general location of a future THP provides insufficient 
information to assess project impact to a specific watercourse.  During development of a THP and 
associated environmental analysis, a large number of project-specific variables are addressed that 
influence potential impacts to the watercourse.  These include slope characteristics, near-stream 
forest conditions, ultimate watercourse and lake protection zone (WLPZ) width, harvest prescription, 
follow-up silvicultural and fuels treatments, and influence of site specific mitigation measures.  On the 
programmatic level of the DEIR, the analysis does not anticipate significant adverse effects on peak 
flow or water temperature.  Any water quality impacts are likely to be temporary; chronic sediment 
sources such as forest roads are expected to decrease over time with implementation of the 
accelerated road management plan. In addition, the most severe impacts to water courses from 
logging are from historic land management and are well documented in the EIR.  Near and in-stream 
habitat conditions are expected to continue to improve with the application of the Accelerated Road 
Management Plan, other management measures, and project-specific mitigations. 
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Response to Comment 68 
The Aquatic Resources Section (VII.6.1) was arranged purposefully to respond to judicial direction to 
explicitly improve upon the setting description with additional information of a regional context.  The 
Section is arranged to examine the topics of habitat, populations, and the regulatory environment first 
at a regional scale, and then at the local scale of the JDSF ownership and adjacent ownerships.  For 
example, Section 6.1.2 provides a regional overview of aquatic habitat conditions followed by Section 
6.1.3 describing aquatic conditions within the JDSF ownership and by Section 6.1.4 which examines 
aquatic conditions on adjacent watersheds and downstream areas.  Similarly, Section 6.1.6 examines 
salmonid population status in a regional context, followed by Section 6.1.7 that examines fish 
distribution and status within JDSF.  Finally, Section 6.1.11 describes elements of the state and 
federal regulatory environment that guide JDSF management followed by Section 6.1.12 that 
describes specific regulatory and other site specific management measures already incorporated in 
the JDSF management plan.  Addressing aquatic resource setting issues at multiple scales for a 
programmatic EIR is clearly complex.  That complexity was recognized early on and the DEIR aquatic 
resources section organized to minimize reader confusion. 
 
Response to Comment 69 
The DEIR and RDEIR provide a comparison between the Plan (Alternative C1 and G) and “the 
current no-logging conditions” (Alternative A).  While there has been a lull in logging, it is a temporary 
condition and therefore is only reflected in part under Alternative A which describes a curtailment of 
most forms of forest management in the long-term.  
 
Regarding placement of Section 6.1.12 and 6.1.13 see response to Comment #68. 
 
Section 6.1.14 describes additional management measures to promote recovery of aquatic resources 
for specific DEIR alternatives which will be additional or new to the ADFFMP.  These measures were 
developed as a result of alternative analysis in the present programmatic DEIR and include an 
Accelerated Road Management Plan, and Large Woody Debris Survey, Recruitment, and Placement. 
 
Section 6.1.16 Project Impacts provides a summary of analyses and findings regarding expected 
impacts of alternatives, including the no action alternative.  Section 6.1.17 provides a comparison of 
alternative impact on various measures in markedly more detail, including the no action alternative.  
The no action (the commenter’s “no logging” alternative) alternative also carries with it the potential 
for environmental impact in that existing road maintenance and/or abandonment would be decreased 
markedly from other alternatives.  The likely result would be an increase in road sediment inputs to 
the stream system (See Table VII.6.1.12).  Supporting analysis and literature review of the status and 
importance of certain measures such as sediment, temperature, and large woody debris are 
described in the regional and local setting sections referenced in response to comment 68.  
 
The commenter is concerned that insufficient analysis was conducted in support of findings of impact 
extent and magnitude.  The present DEIR is a programmatic document that will guide the 
identification of site specific projects and an additional level of environmental review.  The 
programmatic DEIR meets its analytical and disclosure responsibility under CEQA.   “CEQA does not 
require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation 
recommended or demanded by commenters” (CCR §15204).  An EIR “need not be exhaustive” in its 
review of impacts and should be focused on “what is reasonably feasible” (CCR §15151).  
Conducting new research or “normalizing” existing data sets is not reasonable or feasible given the 
broad geographic scope of the project and the low likelihood of sever impacts.    
 
Response to Comment 70   
There are many determinants of fish populations, only a few of which are potentially influenced by 
logging activities.  Logging does not typically directly affect fish populations (e.g., directly killing fish); 
rather it affects fish populations through modification of their habitat.  As thoroughly discussed in the 
DEIR, the potential habitat effects of logging include sedimentation of streams, increases in stream 
temperatures through canopy removal, reducing the availability of large woody debris that provides 
in-stream habitat structure and meters sediment, altering nutrient levels, or affecting water flow.  The 
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DEIR thoroughly examines the fisheries habitat effects of past and present projects, including both 
those that may have negative impacts (such as streamside roads) and those that may have positive 
effects (e.g., projects to reduce sediment from roads or to place large woody debris in streams.  The 
DEIR also thoroughly examines the potential impacts to fisheries habitat from reasonably foreseeable 
probable future projects, including timber harvesting on JDSF and other ownerships within the 
cumulative effects assessment area.  As noted in the comment, the DEIR found that “the project 
would have less than significant or beneficial impacts on various hydrologic, geomorphic, and debris 
conditions affecting fisheries.”  By having less than significant or beneficial effects on these habitat 
factors affecting fisheries, the proposed project will have less than significant or beneficial effects on 
fish populations. 
 
Based on the extensive literature review provided in the Aquatics chapter of the DEIR and RDEIR, 
the discussion of the measures in ADFFMP that will address hydrologic, geomorphic, debris, and 
other factors concerning aquatic habitat, the DEIR and RDEIR support the conclusion that the 
resulting with reduced sediment input to streams, as well as increased shading and large wood input, 
improved habitat conditions will be produced for state and federally listed anadromous fish species.  
For example, the RDEIR explains in considerable detail how implementation of the Road 
Management Plan will reduce long-term sediment entry in to JDSF watercourses.  Additionally, 
riparian prescriptions will be implemented as part of the preferred alternative that will produce late 
seral habitat, which will greatly improve stream shading and long-term large wood recruitment. How 
these improved habitat conditions will translate into improved fish population numbers and biomass is 
clearly dependent on factors beyond those related to timber operations on JDSF.  These factors 
include short-term ocean conditions (such as El Niños) and longer term shifts in ocean climate (such 
as the Pacific Decadal Oscillation), as well as changes in ocean harvest (fishing) rates. These 
influences contribute to year-to-year variability, as well as longer term fluctuations in population 
levels.  These factors are beyond the scope of the DEIR and RDEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 71   
It is not necessary for the Project Impacts Section (6.1.16) to reiterate the setting or impact findings 
described in other sections of the DEIR.  Aquatic impacts associated with the removal or alteration of 
riparian vegetation, as one example, are similar whether they arise from “logging” or other forms of 
land use.  In this sense, the DEIR evaluated the habitat conditions likely to result from all land uses 
collectively rather than individually.  Data are not consistently available to determine “whether the 
fisheries would continue to decline, and to what extent,…” in the quantitative fashion suggested by 
the comment.  Impacts on self-sustaining levels of fish and amphibians were evaluated based on 
measurable criteria of habitat condition. The habitat elements that are directly influenced by 
management activities were not determined to be limiting after application of identified management 
and mitigation measures.  In fact, the management plan has been developed such that habitat 
conditions and water quality for fish and amphibians were judged to be improving over time.   
 
The word “may” (emphasis added) was purposefully selected.  It is not readily determinable if 
improvements in stream habitat result in an increase in fish numbers or an increase in fish use of a 
previously degraded stream reach.  In addition, it is not readily determinable what environmental 
factors and their relative proportion of impact are responsible for the increase or decrease in an 
anadromous fish population. The number of environmental variables influencing populations and 
independent of stream habitat condition is large and includes ocean conditions, commercial fish 
harvest, predation and disease, and others. It is for these reasons that the Board chose to evaluate 
impact based on quantitative measures of stream habitat condition rather than quantitative measures 
of fish and amphibian population levels in the DEIR.   
 
Botanical Resources  
 
Response to Comment 72  
JDSF has relied both on CNDDB and its own data for botanical information.  New occurrences of 
CNPS 1 &2 listed species have been reported to CNDDB by JDSF for the last five years.  A draft 
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quality forest floristic list for JDSF has been compiled, including surveys in some THP areas. 
Information pertinent to the analysis has been included in the EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 73 
The details associated with potential future projects is speculative at this time.  Therefore, a detailed 
assessment of potential for impacts to occur would be premature.  However, mitigation and 
evaluation processes have been adopted that will protect resources of concern.  Should any projects 
be proposed that have potential to impact unique plant communities, site-specific effects would be 
evaluated and mitigations developed. 
 
Because the plant communities involved are not wide spread at JDSF, future projects in the unique 
plant communities will not tier solely off the plant list in Table VII.6.2.1. Developing current, unique, 
community based-scoping lists would be necessary if and when any projects are proposed in unique 
plant communities.  

Chaparral and alkali soil grassland are minor plant communities with limited distribution on JDSF.  
These communities are not rare regionally, nor have they been recognized for special status.    
 
Response to Comment 74 
This comment includes several elements that have been addressed previously. 
 
Regarding surveys for plant species of concern, the text of the DFMP and DEIR have been amended 
to clarify that the Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and 
Endangered Plants and Natural Communities (CDFG 2000) will be followed for THPs and large 
projects. As a result, floristic surveys will be conducted.  This addresses the Department of Fish and 
Game’s concerns that these survey techniques would provide better quality data.  
 
Most future projects are of a speculative nature at the current time.  The DEIR includes provision for 
protection of Species of Special Concern. For example, on page VII.6.2-21, it is stated, “JDSF will 
provide site- and species-specific protection measures that contribute to maintenance or 
improvement of long-term conservation of population viability of these plant species.” “Management 
activities will be altered if necessary, including avoidance of plant populations, to prevent significant 
negative effects to habitat.”  In addition, under “Mitigation Development” on page VII.6.2 -23 the DEIR 
states “Upon determination that a proposed action is likely to result in a significant adverse effect, 
mitigation measures proposed to substantially lessen or avoid the impact will be include in project-
associated documentation."  
 
Both species-specific and site-specific mitigation measures should be based upon plant biology, the 
specific situation at a given occurrence, and the types of potential effects associated with the project.  
Predetermined mitigation measures may be found to be inadequate or even counter productive in 
specific situations. Project-specific mitigation measures that utilize the most recent information for 
individual species are likely to be the most effective means of protecting plants and their habitats. 
 
Protection of “old growth forests” is discussed in detail. Pages VII.6.2-24 to 26 of the DEIR describes 
specific protection measures.  
 
Wetland related information can be found in the EIR section specifically entitled  "Wetlands" and in 
related sections including; Aquatic Resources, Botanical Resources, Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat, 
Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality.  Hillslope springs and seeps are recognized as 
wetland areas and afforded the same protection as Class II watercourses.   
 
Goals and objectives in the DEIR are based on those found in the DFMP, but include modifications 
made by the Board.  The DFMP’s intent is to establish direction for management (page iii). In some 
aspects the direction is quite specific, while for other aspects, it is more goal oriented.  The Goals and 
Objectives provide a level of guidance that supplements the guidance found in legislation and Board 
policies.  
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Response to Comment 74a 
Most potential impacts will be prevented by avoidance and maintenance of site-specific conditions 
that support rare plants. Please see responses above and DEIR pages VII.6.2-21 through -23. The 
conclusions regarding significance for both plant communities (pages VII.6.2-25 through -26) and for 
species of concern (page sVII.6.2-26 through -42) are supported in the text.  
 
Response to Comment 75 
The commenter has noted a change in EIR text for specific measures from the administrative draft to 
the formal December 2005 draft. The terminology has been amended. As noted in the text, these 
measures were not generated by the need to prevent significant impacts, but to provide additional 
protection. The two issues addressed in these management measures are complex and there are no 
simple, proven mitigations.  For example, the control of invasive weeds that impact rare plants 
requires an evaluation of multiple factors, including the biology of the specific invasive weed, the 
biology of the rare plant species, site conditions, feasible treatment options, and the ecological effects 
of treatment verses impact to a rare plant occurrence.  Site-specific analysis would be necessary to 
develop appropriate projects and protection measures.   
 
The determination regarding significant impacts special status plants and Mushroom Corners are 
listed from pages V11.6.2-29 to -45. 
 
 Response to Comment 76 
Significant impacts to rare plants associated with the use of herbicides are not expected to occur 
(VII.8-21).  Herbicide use within harvest areas tends to be infrequent (once or twice in 80 to 120 
years, if at all) and the treated areas separated by time and space, which greatly reduces the 
potential for cumulative effects to occur.  In addition, herbicide use is highly targeted, which reduces 
the volume of herbicide used and avoids application to non-target species.  

The EIR provides a brief list of situations where herbicides may be used. One of these is for 
successful reforestation, when the control of hardwoods may be important.  As provided, floristic 
survey in harvest areas would identify rare plant occurrences, so that they could be easily avoided 
during any post-harvest herbicide treatment. In the eastern, drier parts of the forest, hardwoods are 
present at higher than natural densities as a result of past management practices and repeated fires. 
In order to establish a more natural, historic species mix and forest environment, some level of 
hardwood control may be desirable. Herbicide treatment would be targeted and limited to the extent 
necessary to re-establish an appropriate mix of species.  Manual treatments, specifically chain saw 
cutting, could also be utilized to target specific species. Rare plants are likely to benefit from an 
increase in potential habitat area, and  would be protected during reforestation efforts.   

 
Timber Resources 
  
Response to Comment 77  
The Board disagrees with the assertion that age information is critical to identifying impacts of the 
project on numerous sensitive species.  Stands of trees are commonly uneven-aged; they contain 
trees of a range of age classes. The age construct loses much of its meaning for such stands. Even 
stands that are classified as even-aged often have substantial cohorts of different age classes, 
reflecting disturbance events and periodic regeneration through the life of the stand. Further, habitat 
is as much if not more defined by other external parameters such as the size and shape of stands 
and their juxtaposition on the landscape, than it is by stand age.  
 
A more reliable indicator of stand characteristics for habitat suitability purposes, which was used in 
this analysis, is stand structure. Habitat is primarily defined by structural characteristics rather than 
age. Because it is known what types of tree and stand structural characteristics constitute suitable 
habitat, it is possible to reliably evaluate habitat suitability of stands based on these structural 
characteristics. The Board believes this approach enables the most accurate evaluation method for 
determining any impacts of the project on sensitive species. 
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Response to Comment 78  
These two new inventory efforts were completed in 2005, well after completion of the DEIR. As a 
research forest, JDSF continuously collects and updates resource information data. If the EIR were to 
be continually revised to incorporate the latest resource inventory data, it would never be completed.  
The 2005 forest resource inventory corroborates the results of the inventory used as a basis for this 
EIR. Recent inventory estimates remain consistent with prior estimates.  
 
The inventory used to support the Management Plan and EIR is current in the sense that it accurately 
captures the current resource conditions. It is approaching the end of its useful life span, but careful 
updates for growth and harvest have preserved its accuracy. The inventory was projected to the 
present by use of the growth program CRYPTOS.  Using a simulation model for short-term updates of 
an inventory is an accepted industry practice.  In addition, the CFI plot system has been measured on 
a periodic basis, producing an estimate of periodic annual growth and a check upon forest-wide 
inventory.  Two new inventory projects, an intensive inventory consisting of approximately 5,000 
plots, and a CFI remeasurement, both support the inventory data used in this EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 79 
The statement was made in the context of discussing different silvicultural methods, and where these 
could favorably be applied. This does not constitute a site-specific plan. The objectives of the analysis 
remain at the Forest wide level. Consequently the analysis is at the non-site specific forest wide level. 
The Board believes this is the most accurate analysis approach given best available current data. 
 
Response to Comment 80 
The comment refers to a set of meaningful criteria intended for silvicultural treatment selection by 
knowledgeable professional foresters, in combination with a breadth of knowledge of site-specific 
local conditions. It would be inappropriate to try to prescribe project implementation guidelines for 
every conceivable situation. Guidance to project implementation is described elsewhere. 
 
Response to Comment 81. 
This chapter is an essential part of the project analysis.  
 
Response to Comment 82 
Clearcutting is very different from even-aged management. Clearcutting refers to the final harvest of a 
stand when it reaches rotation age. Even-aged management in contrast, refers more generally to a 
silvicultural system where stands are cultivated over time to develop one or two age classes. Only a 
small fraction of the acreage assigned to this silvicultural system will reach rotation age and be 
harvested in any given year. The remaining acres will remain unharvested in various development 
stages ranging from regeneration through young stands and up to maturity.  
 
Unlike clearcutting, the different evenaged silvicultural systems proposed at JDSF leave a variety of 
different amounts and spatial configurations of the original stand untouched on the site after harvest. 
Each of these different evenaged silvicultural systems have very different effects on the environment, 
including forest structure, micro-climate and wildlife habitat. The information in Table VII.6.3.4 
logically belongs in the Timber Management section. 
 
Response to Comment 83 
The potential impacts of the use of herbicides are addressed in DEIR section VII.6.3-16 and refers 
the reader to VII.8 and Appendix 13. The RDEIR Alternative G placed further limitations on herbicide 
use. The Management Plan includes the following in Chapter 3:  “Adjusting imbalance in 
conifer/hardwood stocking levels by utilizing herbicides will be limited to specific reforestation 
situations on the east side of the Forest. In specific areas toward the east end of the forest, high 
tanoak stocking levels are capable of preventing native conifer establishment and growth. Herbicides 
may be used to decrease native hardwood stocking levels only when other options: are prohibitively 
expensive, dramatically increase fuel loading, are overly damaging to conifer regeneration, or are not 
likely to be successful.” This direction makes it clear that selective treatment of hardwoods by 
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herbicides would be limited in scope and highly unlikely to result in the effects postulated by the 
commenter.  Because herbicide use for hardwood density adjustment will be limited, dispersed in 
space and time, utilize selective directed application techniques and subject to regulatory and site 
specific evaluation, detailed analysis  was not necessary for this programmatic document. 
 
Response to Comment 84 
In addition to protecting existing old-growth groves, the plan proposes to enhance and expand 
existing groves through cultivating recruitment areas around the groves and limited harvest areas to 
enhance habitat values.  
 
Late seral habitat components can be cultivated faster through judicious application of silvicultural 
treatments than through a purely no cut policy. Current management of stands with late 
seral/successional is not no cut. Retaining stands with existing late seral/successional characteristics 
is just one way to achieve the goals of the plan. Another way is to actively recruit such stands from 
stands that do not currently meet the definition of late seral/successional. 
 
The commenter feels that the plan should include analyses at the sub-basin level because they are in 
his opinion key to impact assessments such as biological resources and water quality. The 
appropriate level of spatial resolution of the analysis depends on the analysis objectives. The 
Management Plan/EIR is a forest wide planning effort, consequently the proper scale of data and 
analysis is the entire forest and adjacent ownerships. 
 
Response to Comment 85 
Impact 3 is in fact a CEQA environmental impact. The section identifies the impact not as maximum 
sustained production (MSP) in and of itself, but rather environmental effects relating to MSP. Because 
MSP is a direct measure of the level of harvest intensity over time and the resulting forest structure, it 
is a highly relevant environmental impact. 
 
Response to Comment 86 
The section identifies Impact 4 not as application of silvicultural methods in and of itself, rather 
environmental effects relating to the application of silvicultural methods. Because silvicultural 
methods is a direct measure of the type of management applied over time and the resulting forest 
structure, it is a highly relevant environmental impact. 
 
Forest Protection 
  
Response to Comment 87   
The typical EIR focuses on a resource-by-resource analysis of a project’s effects.  The Board, 
recognizing that pest outbreaks are an important factor in driving management decisions, chose to 
include a discussion on Forest Protection.  In that “Forest Protection” itself is not a resource this was 
an atypical approach and therefore warranted the “not necessarily required by CEQA” statement in 
the EIR.  The Department’s response to pest outbreaks, not unlike its response to fires or floods, 
triggers actions that are not purely speculative and therefore part of the project.  In this case, the 
Integrated Pest Management Program (IPM), a component of the DFMP, will be implemented in the 
event of pest problems and may result in treatments potentially impacting various resources.  The 
Board chose to consolidate that analysis in this section rather than scattering it in the various 
resource sections.  
 
At the same time the Board recognized that the pest outbreaks themselves can have resource 
impacts, both direct and indirect, that are similar to project impacts and may interact with project 
impacts cumulatively.  Therefore this section includes a series of management measures and Best 
Management Practices that reduce the potential for disease induced impacts. 
 
DIER section 6.4, Forest Protection, includes a detailed discussion of pest management activities’ 
regulatory content for various pathogens that have the potential to affect JDSF. The regulatory setting 
is complex and can include Federal quarantine zones, surveys and limits on types of material that 
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could be removed from the State Forest (DEIR pages VII.6.4-7 to 13). The Board is not proposing 
changes in the pest (pathogen) management requirements that are a product of these regulatory 
processes. The information in section VII.6.4 is of value for understanding the setting, but is not 
directly affected by the proposals in the Management Plan.   
 
The Impacts section focus is appropriate. The impact statement reveals that plant disease and insect 
outbreaks are “localized and sporadic occurrence”. Thus the application of any IPM management 
activities would be similar, localized and sporadic. It also reveals that “Sanitation/Salvage or other 
timber harvest operations” would be the most likely response to a significant pest or disease outbreak 
on the Forest. Harvest operations would be considered a management activity of the Forest, and as 
such would be subject to all of the protection measures included in the Forest Management Plan. 
Furthermore, if the operations are a commercial operation, the activity would be subject to the Forest 
Practice Rules and the timber harvesting plan review process. The impacts section clearly recognizes 
that management impacts will be evaluated if IPM is undertaken. Specific projects are speculative at 
this time given the known insect and diseases at JDSF.  There is no need to revise this section. 
 
Response to Comment 88 
DEIR sub-section VII.6.4.2 is appropriate. (See response to comment 87).  It discusses the potential 
effects of pest and diseases on various resource areas, as well as the effects that certain treatments 
of pests and diseases could have on various resources. Given the uncertainty of an infestation 
occurring and that integrated pest management would trigger a treatment; the context is appropriate. 
It recognizes “The presence of pests and plant diseases can occasionally cause numerous secondary 
impacts upon the botanical, timber, wildlife, and soils resources of JDSF, in addition to the primary 
loss of tree growth and tree mortality. Forest pest and plant disease management activities may have 
additional impacts upon these biological resources” (page VII.6.4-15). The inclusion of this section 
sets forth possible concerns should any future management of pests be undertaken.  This section is 
cautious, listing problems that are not tied to a specific proposal. Its inclusion reflects the Board’s 
interest in careful evaluation of any future proposals.  
 
This information in sub-section 6.4.2 is not piecemealing. Piecemealing is the practice of dividing a 
larger project or activity into smaller components with more limited potential for significant effects 
thereby creating the impression that the larger project does not have effects.  In fact, the Board has 
done just the opposite in recognizing the linkage between the DFMP and IPM and analyzing the 
impacts that might arise. It is immaterial exactly where that disclosure occurs in the EIR.  Given the 
complexity of the biophysical circumstances of JDSF and the broad range of management activities 
contemplated under the management plan, it is impossible to consider all things in one area of the 
DEIR.  The most likely treatment of an infestation is salvage, i.e., harvest of dead, dying, or diseased 
trees. Harvest of trees is a key proposed action in the EIR, thus each resource section has addressed 
this issue. The subsection provides a context relative to salvage activities  that can be considered for 
site specific projects, should they occur.   
 
Response to Comment 89 
The intent of this section is two fold: to acknowledge the activities that may arise from implementing 
IPM under the DFMP in response to pest problems and to identify the impacts to specific resources 
associated with pest outbreaks (see Response to Comment 87). The “mitigations” the commenter 
references are BMPs and management measures designed to lessen the latter and are not identified 
as mitigations.  Any mitigations associated with the former, the treatments proposed under the IPM 
are addressed in each of the resource areas of this chapter.  For example, if the IPM treatment 
requires the removal of diseased trees the DFMP and the mitigations associated with timber 
harvesting will reduce the related potential impacts. The Hazards Section addresses the measures 
required to mitigate the effects of pesticide use in the event that the IPM recommends chemical 
treatments.  There is no need to repeat those mitigations in this section.   
 
Response to Comment 90 
Consideration of issues closely related to wetlands can be found in the section specifically dealing 
with wetlands, and in other areas of the DEIR, including; Aquatic Resources, Botanical Resources, 
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Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality. Wetlands lie at the 
interface between aquatic and terrestrial environments.   
 
Given the limited extent of survey for wetlands on the forest, no specific map of wetlands currently 
exists. Again, since this is a programmatic EIR, certain rare or unmapped resources can only be 
addressed on a project-by-project basis and this document can only describe the required protocols 
to be followed in the event that project level surveys and analysis identify a potential impact.  For all 
projects, including timber harvesting, a thorough examination of project areas will occur during the 
planning phase. Wetlands will be identified, properly located, and protected as the result of the 
planning effort.  The identification and mapping of aquatic features is a key THP preparation process. 
 
 
Wildlife  
 
Response to Comment 91  
The large amount of information provided was determined necessary to document the need for 
management measures incorporated into the plan, to support the impact analysis for the plan, and 
especially to support the cumulative impacts analysis that was required as a result of previous legal 
challenges. 
 
Relatively few mitigation measures were identified because management actions to protect, enhance, 
and monitor wildlife species were incorporated as management actions into the plan (i.e., the 
proposed action).  The BOF considers its approach of developing a plan that incorporates wildlife 
needs up-front on an equal basis with other resources, rather than dealing with potential wildlife 
impacts as an afterthought through mitigation measures.  These management measures are spelled 
out clearly at a program level in the plan and the EIR.   Where the measures were later determined to 
be deficient in addressing certain impacts, additional mitigation measures were added (e.g., for 
additional snag retention and monitoring; DEIR P. VII.6.6-131). 
 
The Recovery Plan measures identified in the Setting as “potentially implemented by JDSF” (page 
VII6.6-89) should have been characterized as “potentially implementable”.  The intent of this section 
was simply to list Recovery Plans that may be applicable to JDSF, so that the public could judge the 
performance of the plan in assisting in recovery. The Setting section would not be a place to identify 
measures that the plan had incorporated.  Many of these recovery measures are specifically 
incorporated into the plan, as specified in the Timber Resources section (VII.6.3) and as noted in the 
wildlife section on Pp. VII6.6-113-114, 121, and 127. 
 
Surveys are not relied upon as mitigation in the plan.  Rather, they are components of the plan’s 
management measures and mitigation actions that will be used at the project level to determine when 
other specified protection and habitat management measures are to be applied.  Surveys also are to 
be used to monitor effectiveness of specific management actions and cumulative impacts, and 
provide an information source for future planning. 
 
The characterization of the plan’s stated effects on the Cooper’s Hawk, Bald Eagle, Osprey, Marbled 
Murrelet, Yellow Warbler, Vaux’s Swift, and Purple Martin is incorrect.  The DEIR does not 
characterize changes in habitat suitability for these species as significant for a variety of reasons.  
First, as noted in the plan, the CWHR analysis does not characterize all habitat effects of the plan.  
Rather it provides a general evaluation of potential habitat suitability based on vegetation age and 
density classes created under each alternative.  A number of these species depend on special habitat 
elements, including riparian habitats that were not considered in the CWHR analysis.  Specifically, 
habitat suitability for the Osprey, Vaux’s Swift, and Purple Martin are determined more by the 
availability of large snags for nesting than by habitat density and the sizes of overstory trees 
(notwithstanding long-term relationships between tree sizes and subsequent snag sizes).  Similarly, 
exclusion of riparian habitats from the CWHR analysis makes the results of the analysis only partially 
relevant to species that make extensive use of these areas (or for whom the habitats are highly 
suitable), including the Yellow Warbler, Osprey, Cooper’s Hawk, and Bald Eagle,.  
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Another important reason for not equating the CWHR modeling results to direct effects on species is 
that habitat suitability does not always equate to population effects on species.  In particular, for the 
Bald Eagle, a decline in the availability of suitable forest habitat within JDSF under plan management 
will not result in changes in the occurrence or abundance because the species is more likely limited 
by the availability of suitable aquatic foraging habitat (i.e., reservoirs and estuaries).  The impact 
evaluations in the DEIR recognized the multiplicity of factors (in addition to the quality and quantity of 
habitats on JDSF) that affect outcomes for the species as the basis for the conclusions reached 
regarding significance. 
 
The characterization that the DEIR analysis “clearly shows that numerous special status species, 
including nearly all carnivores and fur-bearers, would experience major habitat declines through 
2030” is incorrect.   For example, for the proposed alternative, of 19 special status species 
considered as having the greatest potential to be affected by DEIR alternatives, habitat suitability as 
measured by CWHR would decrease by greater than 10% for 8 species by 2030 and for only 4 
species by 2060 (summarized from Table VII.6.6.23).  
 
All of the special-status species for which habitat suitability under the CWHR analysis would decrease 
by greater than 10% share at least one of 4 characteristics: 
 

1. they primarily occupy or would favor aquatic and riparian habitats that were not 
included in the CWHR analysis (western pond turtle, yellow-legged frog, red-
legged frog, Yellow Warbler, marten); 

2. they favor open habitats and range extensively over large areas (Golden Eagle, 
Peregrine Falcon, Bald Eagle); 

3. are absent or occur only marginally because coastal forest habitats are not 
preferred (Golden Eagle, Bald Eagle, Goshawk, Marten); or  

4. they are primarily associated with snag conditions rather than certain vegetation 
types or age classes or density classes within  certain types (Purple Martin). 

 
As noted in the setting section  (DEIR Pages VII.6.6-47-48 and 50) the Golden Eagle, Peregrine 
Falcon are species that occur in low densities compared to other habitats and geographic areas of 
the State.  These species and several other raptors (Northern Harrier, Short-eared Owl, White-tailed 
Kite, and Merlin) tend to be more common in open nonforested habitats, rather than forested areas.  
They likely are more common now than historically at JDSF and surrounding lands due to past timber 
harvest and forest clearing for residential and agricultural uses.  Changes in habitat suitability for 
these species would occur in response to reductions in the extent of timber harvest (especially by 
even-aged approaches) and resulting loss of disturbed open habitats.  The effects of these habitat 
changes in an area of marginal habitat that is of little importance to these species’ populations will 
have little long-term conservation effect on these species as a whole.  Therefore, the impacts to 
habitat conditions are considered less than significant under CEQA.    
 
The Goshawk also rarely occurs at JDSF, with few records; the species is more typical of drier, higher 
elevation forest to the east and in the Sierra Nevada. The decline in Goshawk habitat capability under 
the proposed project and several other alternatives is a result of the reduction in extent of open 
foraging habitat and general decrease in extent of mature montane hardwood conifer habitat,as a 
result of succession to late-successional conifer forest. 
 
As noted in the DEIR, only two species of furbearers are considered special-status species, the fisher 
and marten.  The fisher and marten were included in the CWHR analysis at the request of the 
California Department of Fish and Game despite the fact that they have never been recorded at JDSF 
or in adjacent ownerships.  The decline in habitat capability for the marten and fisher is a result of 
reduction in extent of the older montane hardwood conifer 4 and redwood 6 habitat types, but 
importantly, the CWHR assessment does not consider the abundant acres of habitat that will be 
protected and enhanced in and adjacent to riparian areas, which are important habitats to both the 
martin and the fisher (see DEIR Page VII.6.6-108).  Finally, the marten and fisher have never been 
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recorded at JDSF and colonization and occupancy of the area seems unlikely over the short-term 
(see DEIR page VII.6.6-110).  Therefore the marten and fisher are unlikely to be significantly affected 
by actions under the plan.   
 
All of the other furbearers are primarily associated with open herbaceous areas and shrublands (e.g., 
ermine, long-tailed weasel, raccoon, striped skunk, gray fox, bobcat, mountain lion), or oak dominated 
habitats (ringtail, mountain lion, coyote).  Declines in theses species reflect habitat changes that will 
result from management changes to reduce the application of even-aged silvicultural management of 
forest stands that produce open conditions and natural succession that will reduce the extent of the 
older montane hardwood conifer habitat type.  
 
The apparent declines in habitat capability for the western pond turtle reflects the species’ preference 
for open habitats adjacent to waterways.  The habitat changes identified in the CWHR analysis, 
however,  reflect maturation of younger, open stands located away from riparian habitat (because 
riparian habitat was not included in the CWHR analysis because its’ acreage would be relatively 
stable across Alternatives).  Overall habitat capability and occurrence and abundance of the pond 
turtle, however, is much more dependent on aquatic habitat characteristics, especially presence of 
lotic (slow water) habitats and aquatic woody debris, which would be enhanced over time through 
application of riparian enhancement prescriptions.  Overall effects of upland habitat changes and the 
plan as a whole are not considered significant for the western pond turtle. 
 
The rationale for not addressing other potential special-status species in the DEIR is presented in the 
table inserted at the end of this response to comments. This table is to be added to the EIR.  None of 
these species are expected to be significantly affected by management actions under any 
alternatives, due to absence from the area, relative abundance of the species (due to recovery from 
past declines), and adequacy of existing regulatory protections in the FPRs. 
 
Response to Comment 92  
The CWHR system was designed to conservatively estimate potential effects of habitat changes on 
species.  Thus, it is more likely to overstate than understate effects of habitat impacts.  The 
contention that most assessments have shown greater effects on habitat than are predicted by 
CWHR is not supported.  
 
Response to Comment 93  
A spatial analysis was designed and performed explicitly for those species that were considered most 
sensitive to potential habitat fragmentation issues.  These species, the rationale for their selection, 
and the methods and results of the analysis are presented on DEIR Pages VII.6.6-216-240. 
 
Response to Comment 94  
This comment is nonspecific and thus difficult to address.  The impact analysis for special-status 
species (DEIR Pages VII6.6-122-130) integrates all relevant information for each species and makes 
a determination regarding significance of effects. 
 
Response to Comment 95  
A Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) is a specific requirement of a permit to authorize take of a federal 
threatened or endangered species under Section 10(a) of the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA).  
No HCP has been prepared or approved for a listed species JDSF or on adjacent lands that could 
potentially be affected by JDSF actions.  Therefore, the JDSF plan does not conflict with an HCP. 
 
A Recovery Plan is a federal plan adopted consistent with Section 4 of the federal Endangered 
Species Act to guide the actions of federal agencies in assisting in the recovery of a listed species.  
Recovery plans do not apply to non-federal entities (i.e., state and local agencies and private 
interests).  Therefore, by definition, it is not possible for a state action to “conflict” with a Recovery 
Plan.   
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Non-federal actions can be evaluated as to the extent to which they further or are consistent with the 
goals of a federal recovery plan.  The BOF has incorporated measures into all alternatives that 
protect and enhance habitat for listed species that have recovery plans, including the Marbled 
Murrelet, Northern Spotted Owl, and coho salmon.  Thus, JDSF actions are expected to contribute to 
the recovery or these species where possible, and at a minimum, to not create outcomes that are 
inconsistent with the goals of federal Recovery Plans.   
  
Geology and Soils  
 
Response to Comment 96  

The JDSF management plan protects water quality and reduces sediment delivery significantly during 
THP preparation in many ways. In terms of sediment production, new road construction is 
concentrated along ridge tops with few to no watercourse crossings. Ridge top roads use little to no 
fill and roads are crowned or outsloped distributing water runoff. In addition, with each THP, 
segments of older deemed at high risk for producing and delivery of sediment are decommissioned or 
abandoned as part of the THP. As found in resent research (Bawcom, 2005), most sediment 
delivering landslides originate along old cut/fill roads constructed midslope or lower and at culvert 
crossings.  By completing the proposed road inventory and treating at risk roads with each THP and 
additional roads not associated with THPs, sediment reduction is substantial and does protect water 
quality in this way. 
 
Response to Comment 97  
Harvest related surface erosion, can be significant if it becomes a chronic source and is not 
prevented from entering watercourses in the absence of effective buffer.  Redwood, and tanoak, and 
many other brush species are sprouting species, and vegetation rapidly re-establishes itself in 
harvested areas. Additional sediment from harvesting usually occurs the following winter season 
before vegetation has filled in or where newly compacted surfaces, roads, skid trails, may have fine 
sediment that can move downslope with the first rainfall.  Chronic sediment sources are established 
along debris slides scars within steep streamside slopes and along old roads with thick fill and 
sidecast slopes that fail. However,  streamside slope debris slide sediment sources occur naturally 
and contribute needed gravels and large woody debris to the stream system, so all sediment sources 
are not considered to have a negative effect.  
 
Response to Comment 98 
The EIR clearly explains that historic timber harvesting and other land uses within the assessment 
area have had a significant impact upon the fishery and other beneficial uses of water.  The EIR 
includes a detailed assessment of the potential for significant and cumulative impacts to occur, based 
upon proposed management of the Forest under current and planned standards.  As planned and 
mitigated, operations conducted under the management plan are not expected to result in significant 
impacts, nor are they expected to create discharges deleterious to fish, wildlife, and other beneficial 
uses.   The commenter erroneously suggests that the science related to TMDL standards has 
advanced to the point where the level of sediment delivery from all sources can be quantified with any 
degree of certainty.  This is not the case. 
 
Individual TMDL Implementation Plans will not be generated for these North Coast watersheds. 
Rather, Water Board staff has determined that sediment waste discharge reduction and attainment of 
water quality standards can be more effectively achieved without amending the Basin Plan and by 
addressing all sediment impaired water bodies in the North Coast Region through the “TMDL 
Implementation Policy for Sediment Impaired Receiving Waters (Resolution No. R1-2004-0087).”  
This policy will be followed, as is stated in the DEIR. 
 
The amount of sediment delivery that will occur related to timber operations depends on several 
factors, including proper implementation of the Forest Practice Rules (FPR) and additional 
plan/Management Plan measures; the size, intensity and duration of stressing storm events following 
timber operations; legacy impacts remaining from first and second entry operations, etc.  Due to 
these factors, it is impossible to accurately predict how much sediment will be generated from a suite 
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of timber operations occurring over the Forest.  It is generally accepted in the watershed literature 
that soil erosion rates and the effectiveness of erosion control efforts vary greatly and are highly 
dependent on weather conditions.  It is illogical to calculate an exact number for sediment generation, 
when sediment production is highly variable over space and time.  The Department's monitoring work 
(Cafferata and Munn 2002, Brandow et al. 2006) has shown that when properly implemented, the 
FPRs are effective in preventing hillslope erosion features from occurring. 
   
The roughly estimated Noyo TMDL background loading is 370 tons/mi^2/yr, and over 40 years of 
sediment monitoring in the South Fork of Caspar Creek has found a long term average of 393 
tons/mi^2/yr (Keppeler et al. 2007), while the 5000 yr+ rate is ~695 tons/mi^2/yr (Ferrier et al. 2005).  
With improved practices, it is logical to assume that the long-term sediment rate in the South Fork 
and other JDSF watershed locations should decline, and not exceed the TMDL maximum set at 470 
tons/mi^2/yr.. 
 
Response to Comment 99  
Field review and consultation with geologists includes conclusions and recommendations for timber 
harvesting near unstable slopes. These include a detailed analysis of on ground conditions and the 
use and application of the Forest Practice Rules that do restrict activities near or on unstable slopes. 
There are actual requirements both in the Forest Practices act and by the standard of practice for 
geologists who are licensed in the State of California. Therefore, the mitigations proposed and 
accepted in THPs do in fact mitigate project impacts.  
 
Response to Comment 100  
There is no evidence to suggest that modern forest practices have resulted in massive fisheries 
declines. The Department of Fish and Game and others continue to monitor the fishery in an attempt 
to discern population and habitat trends.  The analysis performed for the EIR suggests that the 
aquatic habitat is in a state of recovery, and that the recovery is likely to continue due to improved 
management practices and active restoration projects.  
 
Landsliding and erosion studies are ongoing. Bawcom (2007) inventoried all clearcuts on the state 
forest completed between 1980 and 1995 (note: clearcutting has not been used on the state forest 
since 1995).  Most slope failures were found to be related to old roadways, not the timber harvest per 
se.   
 
Project planning includes consultation with a certified engineering geologist, which often results in 
specific mitigation to maintain slope stability and improve the level of protection for slopes.  The Road 
Management Plan is expected to improve conditions for the fishery by improving road construction 
standards, increasing road maintenance activity, and reducing road grade and road fill in locations 
with potential to erode.  
 
Response to Comment 101  
Appendix 13 identifies the five herbicides that are anticipated to be used on the Forest during the 
implementation of the Management Plan.  The uses, toxicity, and potential impacts of these 
herbicides on animals and humans are briefly discussed. Surfactants, such as the glyphosate 
surfactant POEA and its toxicity, also are briefly discussed (see response to comment 35 in the DEIR 
comment letter P-214 from Peter Baye).     
 
Past and possible future Glyphosate mixes at JDSF use smaller concentrations of surfactants than 
the active ingredient.  It is well understood that some surfactants and active ingredients can have 
more toxic effects on organisms than Glyphosate alone. This information is noted in DEIR Appendix 
13, page 3. Not all Glyphosate applications will require the specific surfactant that has hazard 
problems for aquatic organisms. In site specific projects analysis, the appropriate surfactant can be 
identified to protect aquatic or other resources. The DEIR details how additional analysis will be 
required for site specific projects (Page II-12 to -15). 
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DIER page VII.13-18 provides an explanation of the Department’s responsibilities for identifying 
potential impacts associated with herbicide application.  When specific information has been 
presented by commenters, for example concerns about POEA, the Board has examined the 
information to determine if any of it was significant new information (see DEIR electronic comment 
letter E-28, submitted by Californians for Alternatives to Toxics, responses to comment 90 and other 
comments).  The Board concluded that no significant new information was provided.   
 
Herbicide use will not be substantially increased. The exact wording regarding future herbicide use in 
the DEIR (page VII.8-10 to -11) is: “The low level of herbicide use on the Forest in recent years is 
indicative of the low level of management activity in general, in addition to the request for reduced 
herbicide use from the public. When management activity levels on the Forest increase following the 
implementation of the DFMP, herbicide use levels may increase above those of the past several 
years. However, it is not anticipated that herbicide use will increase to the levels of the early to mid 
1990s.”  
 
The RDEIR included additional limitations on use, and predicted herbicide use under Alternative G 
would be less than under Alternative C1 (RDEIR page III-105). The Administrative Draft Final Forest 
Management Plan includes a sequence of evaluation factors that will limit use and reduce the 
potential for adverse effects. The commenter’s assumption that the increase in herbicide use on 
JDSF would be “substantial” is speculative and not consistent with the expected management under 
the ADFFMP. 
  
Indicative of current herbicide use levels, DEIR page VII.8-10 identifies that only 20 pounds (active 
ingredient basis) of herbicides were applied on JDSF over a four-year period beginning in 2000.  
Definitive estimates of future herbicide use are not possible at this time, and given the significant 
limitations on herbicide use established in the RDEIR and ADFFMP, this information is unnecessary 
for an informed decision at the level of a programmatic EIR. The analysis conducted for the DEIR and 
REIR considers the potential for significant and cumulative effects.  The anticipated level of impact 
associated with each area of management, and associated with each of the alternatives considered, 
is included at the end of each resource subject analysis. By implementing Integrated Weed 
Management principles and the limitations described in the finalized plan, the Board is confident that 
vegetation management will be more efficient and effective, usage of herbicides will be low, and that 
significant impacts related to invasive plants and control methods can be avoided, as demonstrated 
by the analysis in the DEIR and RDEIR.  These findings are further supported by the responses to 
DEIR electronic comment letter E-28, submitted by Californians for Alternatives to Toxics, found 
herein. 
 
Response to Comment 102 

The DEIR includes the following: 
 

CDF will consult with DPR and the county agricultural commissioner about the 
submitted information both to obtain the evaluation by the agencies with their 
expertise and to alert them about the issues.  DPR could respond to the 
information with a decision to reevaluate the registration of the herbicide or it 
could advise CDF that the information is repetitive of what was evaluated during 
the registration decision. 

 
This represents consultation by the lead agency, a fundamental precept of CEQA, in order to obtain 
expert opinion.   
 
Regarding the comment on the DEIR and the role of DPR, the paragraph in quote in full states:  
 

When posting for public comment its proposed decision to register a new 
pesticide product and in approving the Public Notice for registration of a 
pesticide, DPR makes a finding as to whether the pesticide would cause a 
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significant effect on the environment. Because DPR is the CEQA lead agency, 
this determination is binding on all State agencies, including CDF (PRC § 
21080.1, 14 CCR § 15050). Accordingly, if a registered herbicide will be used in 
accordance with the directions and restrictions on the pesticide product label and 
any other restrictions established by DPR, CDF is required to find that the use 
will not have a significant effect on the environment unless there is new 
information showing significant or potentially significant effects not analyzed by 
DPR. 

 
The last paragraph from the same page in the DEIR adds this information:  
 

Where herbicide use is proposed for use under the DFMP CDF will review the 
herbicide’s intended use and its possible environmental effects. CDF will 
determine whether the proposed use would be consistent with the label and the 
registration limitations and whether DPR’s lead agency determination of 
significance will still apply. CDF will also check for significant new information 
showing changes in circumstances or available information that would require 
new environmental analysis. Significant new information should be referred to 
DPR for that department’s analysis as part of its ongoing evaluation program. 
CDF will look for simple and practical ways to avoid or mitigate potential new 
significant effects on the environment. 

 
The DPR lead agency status does not relieve CAL FIRE from conducting the appropriate site-specific 
analysis before undertaking any weed management activities. The Board agrees that each proposed 
project should be evaluated carefully to ensure protection of sensitive resources.  JDSF will conduct 
CEQA-appropriate project level analysis for all uses of herbicides. The DEIR and RDEIR provide a 
description of the range of control methods to be used and identify the weed species that are 
anticipated to potentially require treatment.  The DEIR also identifies the herbicides that are 
anticipated to be used, where herbicides are decided to be the best treatment approach (see 
Appendix 13).  Beyond the specific management direction and programmatic level of assessment 
provided in the DEIR and RDEIR, the environmental analysis is best conducted at the project level, 
given the great variability in project purposes and site-specific conditions.  Within this programmatic 
context, the assessment in the DEIR and RDEIR documents did not find that the proposed actions, as 
mitigated, would result in a significant potential environmental impact 
 
The necessity of project specific evaluation is recognized. For example CALFIRE would not revisit the 
extensive toxicological review that DPR conducts, but would determine if the proposed use was 
appropriate given environmental or other site concerns. Surfactants or other adjuvant would be 
included in this review.  Appendix 13 of the DEIR provides general descriptions of herbicides 
considered for use on Jackson Demonstration State Forest that includes information on potential risks 
(potential for groundwater contamination, effects of contact with skin, eyes or when ingested, etc.). 
  
The proposed project does not contemplate “large-scale use” of herbicides.  The Spartina EIS/EIR 
cited by the commenter includes recognition that DPR and the Agriculture Commissioners regulate 
pesticide use (http://www.spartina.org/project_documents/eis_final.htm :  Section 5.0 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE).   This EIS/EIR is not directly comparable to the EIR for the JDSF 
Management Plan, given the great difference in scope of the two programs.  The narrow purpose of 
the Spartina control program is “to arrest and reverse the spread of invasive nonnative cordgrass 
species in the Estuary to preserve and restore the ecological integrity of the Estuary’s intertidal 
habitats and estuarine ecosystem,” (Spartina EIS/EIR, page S-1).  The JDSF EIR, on the other hand, 
addresses a very broad program of management for a diverse redwood/Douglas-fir forest.  The 
preferred alternative (Alternative 1) for the Spartina program includes the use of herbicides as one of 
the key treatments for achieving program objectives.  Under the JDSF management plan, the use of 
herbicides is only one small element of the overall forest management program.  Given the 
substantially different nature of these two programs, including the Spartina program’s direct 
application of herbicides to intertidal and estuarine systems, it is not unusual that the Spartina 
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EIR/EIS might have included a more detailed analysis of herbicide impact potentials.  The Spartina 
EIR/EIS concluded that the alternative that included the use of herbicides (Alternative 1) was 
environmentally superior to the alternative that did not (Alternative 2) (Spartina EIS/EIR, page S-6). 
 
There will be differences in the content of a CEQA document where the main objective is 
management of an invasive weed (commenter characterizes as large-scale herbicide use) versus the 
programmatic EIR providing a framework for a decade span of management of a forest. The 
herbicide information provided in the DEIR and ADFFMP is adequate for the consideration of 
potential effects at the programmatic management planning level.   
 
See the response to comment 101 regarding the herbicides, adjuvants, and surfactants anticipated to 
be used under the ADFFMP.  The comment provides no evidence that the herbicide usage proposed 
in the management plan would lead to significant adverse environmental impacts.   
 
Response to Comment 103  
See response to comment 102. 
 
It is not unreasonable for the Board to rely on previous herbicide-related environmental assessment 
conducted by the department or by another major forest landowner in an HCP for which an EIR/EIS 
was prepared.  CEQA encourages (CCR § 15148), incorporation by reference (CCR §15150), and 
tiering (CCR §15152) from previously prepared EIRs and specifically states that a “lead agency may 
use an earlier EIR prepared in connection with an earlier project to apply to a later project, if the 
circumstances of the projects are essentially the same” (CCR §15153). Clearly the analysis and 
findings in a THP, the functional equivalent of an EIR (PRC §21080.5) with regard to the use of 
herbicides in the management of a redwood forest environment in Humboldt County “are essentially 
the same” as the project at hand. 

 
Heritage Resources  
 
Response to Comment 104  
The project setting, potentially significant environmental impacts, and mitigation measures were 
discussed in distinctive, separate sections throughout most of this DEIR, but complete separation was 
not chosen in every instance. Occasionally, within the Heritage Resources chapter, it was necessary 
to discuss past survey and mitigation work as part of the project setting since programs to identify and 
protect heritage resources at JDSF have been in place since 1979. 
  
The second paragraph of page VII.9-15 is a discussion of the regional setting discussing the 
Mendocino Woodlands property, its designation as a National Historical Landmark, and the fact that 
the Department and DPR have met to discuss the possibility of a of a joint effort to conduct a heritage 
resource survey throughout the entire property to provide a comprehensive assessment of the NHL 
designation. This paragraph then discusses the possibility that this joint survey may be completed at 
a future date if sufficient funding and staffing resources can be secured. It clarifies for the reader of 
this DEIR that until that joint survey and evaluation are completed, the heritage resources within the 
Woodlands property will be protected through a comprehensive set of procedures. This discussion fits 
best under regional setting. 
 
Likewise, paragraph 3 of Page VII.9-19 discusses the historic Cat Barn, its National Register status, 
condition, and the Department's decision to manage it as a standing ruin until it falls down on its own 
or to possibly tear it down after first obtaining appropriate approvals.  This paragraph discusses work 
that has already been done and fits best in the discussion of current project setting.  
 
Response to Comment 105  
Approximately 15 years ago, the Department hired a team of technical experts to assess the 
condition of the historic Cat Barn located at Camp 20. This team documented extensive and fatal 
deterioration of its wooden superstructure caused by natural decay and provided an estimated cost 
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for reconstruction. The Department determined that rehabilitation of the Cat Barn was not feasible 
due to an extremely high cost for restoration. The massive historic building has been managed as a 
standing ruin ever since this determination was made.  The Department constructed a fence 
preventing access to the interior of the barn to keep forest visitors safe. This Cat Barn will eventually 
collapse. The Department may at some point in the future decide to tear it down after obtaining 
appropriate approvals. 
 
The cited court case involved the City of Oakland’s proposed demolition of the historic Montgomery 
Wards Building in downtown Oakland.  That court ruled that a Lead Agency must use an EIR for that 
type of project.  It found that a Mitigated Negative Declaration for demolition of a significant historic 
building was inappropriate since it also ruled that documentation prior to demolition did not constitute 
mitigation to reduce the significance of the impact to a less than significant level.  As a result of 
precedent setting case law, Lead Agencies such as the Department are now aware that an EIR must 
be prepared for any proposed project involving the demolition of a significant historic building. 
 
The DEIR does not include a detailed analysis of the potentially significant impact of tearing down the 
Cat Barn, and does not propose to do so. However, The Management Plan for Historic Buildings and 
Archaeological Sites ((HRMP) Foster and Thornton 2001) discusses the possibility of tearing down 
the Cat Barn and a number of other historic buildings that the Department is unable to save due to a 
number of constraints affecting their preservation and management. The HRMP also discusses a 
commitment to long-term preservation of 29 significant historical buildings including the 1915 Caspar 
Woods Schoolhouse located within JDSF in close proximity to the Cat Barn.  This statewide 
preservation effort mitigates the significant impact associated with the eventual loss of the Cat Barn 
and the remaining historic buildings that the Department is unable to save.  The plan was developed 
in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer and in response to extensive public review 
during an EIR process. The HRMP-EIR (State Clearinghouse Number 99021015) was certified on 
October 12, 2001. In the event that the Department chose to demolish the Cat Barn, it would find that 
this action did not cause a significant effect because the demolition of historic buildings had already 
been disclosed and fully mitigated in the HRMP EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 106  
The DEIR identifies construction and maintenance of roadways as the project activity with the 
greatest potential to cause significant damage to heritage resources. The DEIR also includes a 
number of mitigation measures designed to avoid these impacts or reduce them to a less than 
significant level. Prior to any grading activity which could threaten heritage resources, a number of 
procedural steps will be followed.  These include checking the JDSF archaeological database to 
identify any known sites that might be affected, conducting surveys along existing roads to search for 
undiscovered heritage resources which could be affected, and the development of protection 
measures to avoid or protect heritage resources.  This work will be done by JDSF staff in consultation 
with the regional Department Archaeologist. The primary objective will be to avoid grading through a 
heritage resource by using site avoidance, lifting the blade and leaving that section untreated, or by 
placement of clean fill over the top of the potentially affected resource (DEIR section VII.9). 
 
This section identifies the possibility of having to re-route road segments around a site or the need to 
conduct archaeological studies at a site to evaluate its significance or to recover its data before a site 
is disturbed. These mitigation measures will be designed to reduce the level of impact to less than 
significant level.  
 
Response to Comment 107  
Case law has indeed clarified that documentation of historic buildings prior to demolition does not 
constitute mitigation sufficient to use a Mitigated Negative Declaration, and that an EIR would need to 
be prepared.  This clarification of law should not be interpreted to mean that public agencies have no 
requirements to document their historic buildings.  CEQA, PRC 5024, and Executive Order W-26-92 
provide state agencies with a clear mandate for such documentation and the preparation of Historic 
Building Records (including photographs) is a standard professional procedure employed during 
heritage resource inventories. For historic buildings, the recording process often includes a 
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determination of the building’s significance. By discussing documentation of historic buildings under 
Mitigation Measure 1, the Board is not attempting to mitigate this impact to a less than significant 
level. It represents public disclosure of the intention to record and document historical resources as a 
standard practice during inventories and project review.  
  
Response to Comment 108  
These mitigation measures commit JDSF staff to follow a number of important steps designed to 
ensure resource identification and protection.  These tasks include heritage resources training given 
to key JDSF staff, and consultation with local Native Americans.  The mitigation measures also 
specify that the Archaeological Review Procedures for CDF Projects (Foster 2003)  be followed 
during review of all non-THP project activities which have potential to damage heritage resources.  All 
of these listed mitigation measures contribute to the overall objective of identification, documentation 
and protection of heritage resources. 
   
Contrary to the comment, the mitigation makes use of strategies including avoidance and site-specific 
mitigation. The following discussion of protection measures appears in  Archaeological Review 
Procedures for CDF Projects (Foster 2003:16): 
 
Develop Protection Measures: CDF shall develop effective protection measures for all identified 
cultural resources located within project areas. These measures may include adjusting the project 
location or design to entirely avoid cultural resource locations or changing project activities so that 
damaging effects to cultural resources will not occur.  These protection measures shall be written in 
clear, enforceable language, and shall be included in the archaeological survey report. CDF shall 
exercise a strategy of avoiding all adverse impacts to cultural resources.  If impacts to cultural 
resources cannot be avoided, CDF is responsible for developing specific, effective measures to 
ensure the mitigation/reduction of impacts to cultural resources in order to avoid or prevent 
substantial adverse change as defined in state law (PRC Sections 5020-5024, 210833.2, 21084.1, 
and CCR Sections 15064.5 through 15360).  
 
 
Water Quality  
 
Response to Comment 109 
See response to comment 57 above.   
 
The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (NCRWQCB) letter (Agency Comment Letter 
A-1) has been mischaracterized.  See the NCRWQCB letter and the response to its comments in 
section III of the FEIR. See specifically the response to comments 1, 2, 4, 7, 8. 
 
The NCRWQCB letter cites one instance of a THP (THP 1-03-093 MEN) that it believes was not 
written in a manner consistent with the Forest Management Plan or the Forest Practice Rules, based 
upon the field report by it's representative in the THP pre-harvest or pre-approval field inspection 
process.  THP 1-03-093 MEN is not an approved THP, and as such, has not been subject to a full 
multi-disciplinary review and approval process.  The THP was prepared and submitted by a 
registered professional forester employed by the Department, and employed participation by a 
certified engineering geologist, a certified sediment and erosion control specialist, and others.  The 
plan was reviewed in the field by representatives of the NCRWQCB and the Department of Fish and 
Game.  As is generally the case, recommendations were made by the agency representatives, to be 
considered by the Department and the review team in further review of the THP.  JDSF staff would 
have an opportunity to respond to the recommendations made by representatives of agencies who 
participate in the preharvest field inspection, and to agree with the recommendations, disagree with 
the recommendations, or offer more information, further analysis, alternative measures, or 
explanation.  This exchange would then go before the multi-disciplinary review team for consideration 
before a final decision were made by the Department. The review process for the THP was halted by 
the Department in order to complete the EIR and management planning process for JDSF.   This is 
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not an indication that the NCRWQCB has expressed the opinion that the management plan does not 
conform to its rules, laws, or policies. 
 
Response to Comment 110  
The numerical TMDLs for the Noyo and Big River watersheds are listed in US EPA 1999 and 2001, 
respectively.  Listed instream parameters and targets include turbidity (< 20 above background), % 
fines <0.85 mm (< 14% as wet volume), embeddedness (increasing % of riffle habitat units that are 
less than 25% embedded), pool frequency/depth (> 40% of habitat length in pools > 3 ft deep), V* (< 
0.27 Noyo, <.0.21 Franciscan Big), backwater pools (> % of backwater pools per habitat length), 
LWD (increase in number and volume of key pieces per stream length), and thalweg profile 
(increasing variation in thalwag elevation around the mean thalweg slope).  Current conditions for 
these parameters are listed in the Aquatics chapter of the DEIR.  In general, turbidity is highly 
variable depending on discharge (see chart on page VII.10-9), % fines not available (data for D50 
provided), embeddedness was 20% in 0-1% gradient channels and 27% in 1-2% channels (VII.6.1-
25), pool frequency data provided on page VII.6,1-21, V* has mean values of 0.28 for 1-2% gradient 
channels and 0.39 for 2-4% gradient channels (page VII.6.1-21), LWD data provided on page VII.6.1-
35, thalweg profiles—data not available.   
 
The DEIR considers the Big River and Noyo River sediment TMDLs established by the U.S. EPA.  
Proposed JDSF Management Measures beginning on page VII.10-18 discuss measures in the Plan 
to achieve water quality goals, including reduced sediment input.  Thresholds of significance, 
beginning on page VII.10-20 in the DEIR, include the following threshold: "An impact of the proposed 
project would be considered significant to hydrology or water quality if it results in…[a] violation of any 
water quality standards.”  This includes the sediment TMDLs established by the U.S. EPA.   
 
The DEIR identifies in the "Rapid Sediment Budget" discussion, that it is estimated that approximately 
74% of sediment results from road-related surface erosion and road-related landsliding. This estimate 
established the need for the Road Management Plan analyzed in the DEIR and RDEIR and contained 
in the ADFFMP. Road sites are the identified priority for treatment due to the predominance of 
sediment originating from these sites. The reductions in sediment yield associated with the 
implementation of the Road Management Plan are anticipated to be consistent with the Noyo and Big 
River TMDL requirements.   
 
Instream and hillslope monitoring to be implemented is well described in Chapter 5 of the Draft JDSF 
Management Plan and will provide an indication of stream condition and attainment of water quality 
objectives.  For instream channel conditions, the document states that “Parameters sampled will vary 
depending on the stream reach evaluated, but may include: 
 

• LWD frequency by size class, with information on condition and placement 
• Pool dimensions (including pool volume], residual pool depth, and useable 
• rearing/holding/overwintering habitat) 
• Pool frequency 
• Gravel permeability, embeddedness and size distribution (including overall d50 of sampled 

reaches) 
• Channel dimensions (measured using transects) 
• Longitudinal profiles and cross sections 
• Bank conditions and entrenchment 
• Benthic macroinvertebrates 

 
These are parameters listed with associated water quality targets for North Coast listed watersheds. 
 
Response to Comment 111 
The text states that increased storm flow volumes (or peak flows) are increased for 10-11 years 
following clearcut harvesting based on research conducted in the North Fork Caspar Creek basin.  In 
a geomorphic context, a change of approximately one decade is considered a short-term impact.  
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Nakamoto (1998) reported that while variability was high, there were no dramatic changes in the 
abundance of coho salmon or steelhead trout recorded after clearcutting nearly 50% of the North 
Fork in only three years, a treatment in both intensity and timing much more severe than is proposed 
for the JDSF Management Plan.  No changes to the text are necessary.   
 
Response to Comment 112 
A time period of three to five years can reasonably be considered to be a short-term hydrologic 
impact based on common usage in the watershed literature.  As the brief literature below indicates, 
nutrient releases related to logging do no raise significant concerns for salmonids.   
 
Hicks et al. (1991) state that studies indicate that nutrient increases (mostly nitrates) are limited to the 
first decade after logging; that primary production is stimulated in the presence of increased light and 
nutrient concentrations; that watersheds dominated by volcanic rock are more likely to show 
enhanced autotrophic production after logging than watersheds dominated by sedimentary or 
metamorphic rock (JDSF is largely underlain by sedimentary and metamorphic material); that 
herbivorous invertebrates will most likely benefit from increased algal growth; and that salmonid 
production may or may not be enhanced during periods of increased nutrient concentration (citing 
Gregory et al. 1987).  Gregory et al. 1987 state that increased light and nutrient levels following 
harvesting can elicit increased primary production that may persist for 10 to 20 years.  There is no 
indication from these comprehensive reviews that salmonid production would decrease from the low 
level nitrate increases that follow logging.   
 
In the JDSF assessment area, Bottorff and Knight (1996) reported that most macroinvertebrate and 
algal variables increased significantly after clearcut logging in the North Fork Caspar Creek basin. 
Macroinvertebrates increased because of increased stream algae, and algae increased because of 
increased light, water temperature, and nutrients.  In conclusion, while the literature states that 
improperly implemented forest practices can adversely impact salmonids if they cause thermal 
tolerances are exceeded by water temperature increases, if winter habitat is reduced, or if sediment 
degrades spawning and rearing habitat, there is no indication that nutrient increases associated with 
logging hillslopes will directly adversely impact fish numbers or biomass.   
 
Dahlgren (1998) documented that nitrate increases following clearcut harvesting in North Fork Caspar 
Creek were relatively minor.  He found that nitrate fluxes from the clearcut watersheds were generally 
2 to 2.5 times greater than from the adjacent reference watersheds, but that the elevated 
concentration of NO3 in stream water from the clearcut watersheds was rapidly decreased in the 
higher-order downstream segments.  Dahlgren (1998) reported that while elevated NO3 
concentrations in stream water from the clearcut watershed might suggest a large loss of nitrogen 
due to clearcutting, conversion to a flux (kg/ha/yr) indicates maximum loss of only 1.85 kg/ha/yr, and 
fluxes decreased to <0.4 kg/ha/yr in the three years following harvest. Thus, he found that stream 
water loss of nitrogen following clearcutting was not a major environmental concern in this 
redwood/Douglas-fir ecosystem. 
 
Response to Comment 113 
The California Forest Practice Rules state that the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Basin Plan standards must be upheld when timber operations are conducted on non-federal lands in 
this state.  See also the responses to comments 1, 2, 5, 6, and 7 in the DEIR comment letter 
submitted by the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (agency comment letter A-1). 
 
The practices that are proposed under the preferred alternative in the RDEIR have been developed to 
meet or exceed the standards in the Forest Practice Rules.  Proposed JDSF Management Measures 
beginning on page VII.10-18 discuss measures in the Plan to achieve water quality goals, including 
reduced sediment input, which directly relate to Basin Plan standards.  Thresholds of significance, 
beginning on page VII.10-20 in the DEIR, include the following threshold: "An impact of the proposed 
project would be considered significant to hydrology or water quality if it results in…[a] violation of any 
water quality standards.” 
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Multiple remediations of sediment sources over time and space within JDSF, or, more importantly, 
within the relevant cumulative watershed effects assessment area, have the potential to produce both 
short-term adverse impacts and long-term positive impacts on sediment levels and associated 
beneficial uses.  Sediment reduction practices such as replacement of failing or improperly placed or 
sized culverts have the potential to cause short-term increases in sediment, while promising to 
provide a long-term reduction in stream sedimentation.  These potentials are recognized in the DEIR 
on page VIII-39.  See also footnote 6 on page VIII-58.  The programmatic cumulative effects analysis 
in the DEIR and RDEIR, which looks across the entire watershed assessment area and considers 
management on other ownerships, concludes that the either the DFMP or the ADFFMP would result 
in a significant beneficial effect on sediment.  At the project level, project-based CEQA analysis is 
likely to be done for most road remediation projects (see the DEIR sections “Programmatic EIRs and 
Future Projects” at pages II-10 to -14 and “Future Decisions to Implement the JDSF Management 
Plan” at pages IV-1 to -2), including, where required, additional cumulative effects analysis that will 
consider the potential short-term and long-term interaction between the potential sediment effects of 
multiple road remediation projects.  This approach, which will address these effects at the appropriate 
watershed level of analysis regardless of land ownership, will ensure that the potential short-term 
increases in sediment that such projects may cause will not result in a significant adverse impact or 
be in a quantity deleterious to fish, wildlife or other beneficial uses.  
 
Response to Comment 114  
Please see the response to comments 110 and 113 regarding compliance with TMDLs and the Basin 
Plan.   
 
The Board notes that CEQA does not specifically require quantitative modeling.  CEQA requires the 
analysis in an EIR to be sufficient “to provide decision makers with the information which enables 
them to make a decision…”. Such an analysis “need not be exhaustive” and “is to be reviewed in the 
light of what is reasonably feasible” (CCR §15151). Qualitative projections can be adequate to 
address future impacts in many cases; in some cases, quantitative models or the necessary data 
inputs to quantitative models do not exist.    
 
Perhaps the most in-depth and comprehensive water quality information available in California related 
to timber operations has been collected on JDSF as part of the Caspar Creek watershed study, and 
results from this 40+ year study have been incorporated in the RDEIR in several locations where 
appropriate. Practices proposed under the preferred alternative will be superior to those tested in the 
North Fork of Caspar Creek, making it reasonable to conclude that water quality impacts will be even 
further reduced.  In the North Fork study, the modern Forest Practice Rules were tested in a 
statistically valid experiment, with results published and posted online.  Actual field results from the 
North Fork Caspar Creek study are far superior to use of a office-based quantitative model, as 
suggested by the commenter, that can be manipulated to yield results suited to the model developer.  
The Caspar Creek results have shown that implementation of the modern forest practice rules (post-
1973) have substantially reduced water quality impacts related to sediment. Results from the Caspar 
Creek study, and other information and analysis provided in the DEIR and RDEIR, support the 
conclusion that TMDL and Basin Plan standards will be upheld under the preferred alternative in the 
RDEIR.     
 
Response to Comment 115  
The comment suggests that DEIR Hydrology and Water Quality Impact 6: “Otherwise degrade water 
quality” should address herbicide use.  Herbicide use is addressed in the Hazards section and the 
Cumulative Effects section. Individual projects will vary in the potential to deliver herbicides to water; 
requiring site-specific measures such as increasing buffer width or changing surfactants to reduce 
this risk.  Any applications will be carefully designed to avoid potential water contamination. The 
project-specific planning process, including CEQA-appropriate project-level assessment of site-
specific conditions, compliance with labels, pesticide regulations, and pest control recommendations, 
will provide adequate water quality protection. Given the limited potential use and protection 
measures the probability of impact to water quality is virtually non existent. There is no need to 
address herbicide use under Impact 6 since it is addressed elsewhere.  
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See also the response to comment 137. 
 
Land Use Planning 
  
Response to Comment 116   
The DEIR does not indicated that the buffer would mitigate all potential land use impacts, but that it 
would prevent any significant land use impacts (see DEIR discussion of land use impacts 2 and 3, 
DEIR pages VII.11-11 to -12).  The neighbor buffer is a mapped and designated zone adjacent to 
specific rural residential areas, not state parks.  A buffer is also specified in forest practice regulation 
for areas adjacent to state parks, and is referred to as a Special Treatment Area (STA) in the Forest 
Practice Rules.  The neighbor buffer, on the other hand, is a buffer area that has been proposed by 
the Department to help protect residential properties from potential impacts associated with forest 
management within JDSF. 
 
This is a programmatic EIR which addresses the general impacts associated with approving the 
DFMP.  The EIR provides a general description and analysis of the neighbor impacts that may occur 
and provides general mitigation to address those impacts when implementing individual projects 
under the Plan.  However, this EIR is unable to clearly establish the significance of the neighbor 
impacts associated with individual projects.  It therefore requires project proponents to consider the 
neighborhood effects associated with the individual project and develop appropriate mitigation.  This 
site-specific analysis will be dependent on the proximity of the project to sensitive receptors (e.g., 
campgrounds, residences, state parks, and sensitive animals), the type of impact generated and 
intervening vegetation and topography – factors that cannot be addressed at the programmatic level.  
Subsequent CEQA documents (or THPs) will identify any additional mitigation.  Many of the potential 
neighbor impacts are closely related to the noise, aesthetic, and recreation resource areas that are 
discussed in their own sections of the DEIR. 
 
JDSF (with the exception of a small area of rangeland) is zoned as “timberland production zone” 
(TPZ) by Mendocino County, in accordance with the state’s Timberland Productivity Act of 1982.  
Land use in TPZ is restricted to growing and harvesting timber, as well as certain other compatible 
uses.  The state Government Code for TPZ establishes a presumption that timber operations may be 
reasonably expected to and will occur on that parcel [Government Code § 51115.1(a)].  By zoning 
JDSF as TPZ and zoning neighboring parcels as rural residential or other zoning designations, the 
County is making a per se determination that the adjacent land uses, including timber management 
and homes, are compatible. 
 
Department of Parks and Recreation comments on the DEIR did not indicate any specific concerns 
regarding neighborhood buffer effects and harvesting (see Agency DEIR comment letter A-4).  As 
stated above, the forest practice rules establish a special treatment area adjacent to state parks. The 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection and the Department of Parks and Recreation have a 
memorandum of understanding in place to address mutual management concerns related to 
Mendocino Woodlands.  That MOU contains the stipulation: 
 

Without approval of DPR, CDF shall not harvest trees commercially from within 
200 feet of camp areas, recreational cabins, or main roads located within the 
lands administered by DPR. This harvest exclusion shall not apply to timber 
removal necessitated by road maintenance activities, activities associated with 
the existing Railroad Gulch Silvicultural Study area, or other provisions 
established by this agreement. 

 
This MOU item uses the same buffer width as the basic neighborhood buffer and the STA provided in 
the DEIR and FPR, but is more restrictive in that it allows no commercial harvesting within the buffer.  
The more stringent MOU buffer requirement will supersede the standard neighborhood buffer 
provided in the DFMP or ADFMP. 
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Response to Comment 117  
Page VII.11-6 states. “ Issues related to state parks as neighbors are addressed in the Aesthetics and 
Recreation sections of the EIR.  Aesthetics begins on page VII.2-1 and Recreation begins on page 
VII.14-1.   
 
Response to Comment 118  
Please see response to comment 117. 
 
Noise 
  
Response to Comment 119 
As described earlier, this is a programmatic EIR which addresses the general impacts associated with 
approving the ADFFMP.  The EIR provides a general description and analysis of the noise sources 
and impacts that may occur and provides general mitigation to address those impacts when 
implementing individual projects under the Plan.  However, this EIR is unable to clearly establish the 
significance of noise impacts associated with individual projects.  It therefore requires project 
proponents to consider the noise effects associated with the individual project and develop 
appropriate mitigation.  This site-specific analysis will be dependent on the proximity of the project to 
sensitive receptors (campgrounds, residences, state parks, sensitive animals), the type of noise 
generated and intervening vegetation and topography – factors that cannot be addressed at the 
programmatic level.  Subsequent CEQA documents (or THPs) will identify any additional mitigation.  
Programmatic mitigations 1 through 4 from the DEIR were incorporated into Alternative G (in the 
RDEIR) to address those noise impacts which were identified and that could be addressed at the 
program level.   
 
Response to Comment 120  
This is a programmatic document which discloses the fact that quarries may be necessary to the 
future management of the Forest; however, their location, size and proximity to sensitive receptors is 
speculative at this time and therefore the EIR does not address specific impacts or mitigation. Any 
quarry development would be subject to further permitting and therefore require the preparation of 
subsequent CEQA documents.  Also, see response to comment 119. 
 
Response to Comment 121  
The Board did recognize that temporary or periodic noise associated with implementing the ADFFMP 
could be significant (Noise Impact 4 (Page VII.12-13) and required mitigation (Noise Mitigation 2). 
These mitigations have been incorporated into Alternative G which was identified by the Board as the 
proposed project in the RDEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 122  
The proposed 200 foot buffers are not the only noise mitigations required under the Plan.  The buffers 
are part of a suite of measures to address the variety of impacts that may arise.  Noise Mitigation 2 
also includes: limiting days of timber operations; avoiding nesting and breeding sites; biological 
surveys prior to project implementation; and limitations on helicopter operations. These mitigations 
have been incorporated into Alternative G. 
 
Given that this is a programmatic EIR and the uncertainty associated with site specific projects to be 
implemented at a later date, the Board believes that the level of analysis is appropriate.  As described 
above, future site specific projects will require a more detailed evaluation of their noise effects.   Once 
adopted, the Plan will require future project proponents to “consider” the noise effects associated with 
their site specific project.  Within this context, “consideration” is appropriate mitigation. 
 
Response to Comment 123  
Mitigation 3, as well as the other noise mitigations found in the DEIR, has been incorporated into 
Alternative G, the new proposed project identified by the Board. See Responses 119 through 122. 
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Public Services and Recreation  
 
Response to Comment 124  
The description of the Big River Interim Management Plan found in the in the Recreation Section of 
the DEIR is adequate for CEQA purposes, as CCR §15125 states the Environmental Setting must 
describe the conditions that exist at the time the Notice of Preparation is published.  The Board has 
directed the Department to carefully consider the plan's guidance when managing portions of JDSF 
adjacent to the park unit.   
 
Response to Comment 125  
CEQA requires analysis of potential changes in the environment. Additionally, CEQA does not require 
complete harmony among competing uses.  The DEIR recognizes the potential for conflicts between 
uses on JDSF.  These conflicts are addressed through measures in the management plan or through 
mitigations developed in the DEIR.  The combination of thresholds found in the Recreation, Noise and 
Aesthetics sections of the DEIR provide adequate measures to identify potential impacts to recreation 
resources: specifically, potential adverse effects on a scenic vista; degradation to the visual character 
or quality of a site; and, substantial increases in noise.  The DEIR provides mitigations to address 
these potential impacts.  Furthermore, site-specific impacts will require analysis and mitigation 
through the CEQA analysis conducted for individual projects. 
 
Response to Comment 126  
The potential decommissioning of Road 200 is offered as an example of a roadway that is suspected 
of contributing sediment to Chamberlain Creek.  There is no plan to decommission this roadway.  
Should such a plan be considered in the future, the potential for effects related to aquatic and 
watershed resources, in addition to the potential for impacts to recreational resources, would be 
considered and an assessment produced.   
 
Response to Comment 127  
Please see response to comment 117. 
 
Transportation and Traffic 
  
Response to Comment 128  
The baseline condition for determining impacts is the existing environmental setting.  This coincides 
with the management that occurs under the current (1983) management despite temporary lulls in 
activity, either seasonally or annually.  Regardless, the level of truck traffic, under the 1983 Plan or 
the DEIR's proposed project (Alt. C1) do not exceed the thresholds of significance, especially in 
consideration of the non-truck traffic already occurring, such as routine forest management, 
recreation, or  state highway traffic.  Alternative G will produce an estimated average annual harvest 
that is lower than Alternative C1, resulted in fewer log truck trips and other harvest-related road use.   
 
 Response to Comment 129   
In an effort to avoid repetition and minimize the size of the DEIR the Board considered the individual 
and cumulative impacts to Transportation and Traffic together.  Page VII.15-8 describes the 
thresholds of significance to be applied and Page VII.15-9 makes the significance determinations for 
both the individual and cumulative effects.  In that JDSF is located in a largely rural area and that 
timber harvesting and recreation activities contribute in a minor way to local traffic, the DEIR found all 
potential impacts to be less than significant or no impact. The cumulative effects section of the DEIR 
states that, “There is no indication that there are currently any existing traffic cumulative impacts 
within the assessment area;” therefore, adoption of the DFMP would not contribute toward an existing 
cumulative effect.   The individual and cumulative effects associated with Alternative G were 
assessed in a similar manner.  
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Cumulative Effects 
  
Response to Comment 130 
Sections of the DEIR and RDEIR that address cumulative effects can be readily identified in the table 
of contents.   
 
The DEIR and RDEIR provide discussions of cumulative effects in multiple, appropriate places 
throughout the documents.  Cumulative effects are addressed in a number of the individual resource 
analysis sections, as well as a single section that deals entirely with cumulative effects (Section VIII in 
the DEIR and Section IV in the RDEIR).  Where cumulative effects are discussed in an individual 
resource analysis section, those discussions are clearly labeled as being about cumulative effects. 
 
Some cumulative effects issues are crosscutting: For example, how do sediment, stream 
temperature, nutrients, flow, and large woody debris combine to affect in-stream fish habitat?  Such 
issues are appropriately addressed in integrative sections like VIII in the DEIR and IV in the RDEIR.  
Other cumulative effects issues are more focused on how a single impact type may accumulate over 
space and time, such as loss of a particular habitat type and its impacts on a species that prefers that 
habitat (e.g., needs of Marbled Murrelets for trees, typically old growth, with large platform branches 
to provide nesting sites).  This kind of focused impact can be appropriately contained within a section 
addressing wildlife and wildlife habitat. 
 
Response to Comment 131 
The DEIR and EIR provide mitigations that are determined to be necessary and appropriate at a 
programmatic level.  However, while the ADFFMP is primarily programmatic, it does provide some 
specificity in terms of location and probably silvicultural method for future projects. CALFIRE, in 
crafting the DFMP, included a list of proposed future harvest units (DFMP Table 5, page 56, and as 
amended in RDEIR Table II.3). And the DEIR cumulative effects section discusses future timber 
harvesting that may occur within the assessment area.  While the list is subject to change due to 
adaptive management and operational considerations, it constitutes a series of reasonably 
foreseeable future projects that require disclosure, impact analysis, and consideration in the 
assessment of cumulative effects. However, the depth of analysis contained in this EIR for each of 
the proposed THPs is not to the level of specificity that is typical in the Department’s review of THPs, 
primarily due to the fact that the projects either have not yet been planned to any level of detail, or the 
planning was preliminary at the time the analysis for the DEIR was conducted. All THPs conducted 
both on and off JDSF—whether currently approved, under review or in development—will be subject 
to the Department’s discretionary approval under the Forest Practice Act and Rules and the THP 
review process (a functional equivalent to an EIR; PRC §21080.5).  Those that are within the 
boundaries of JDSF will, in addition, be evaluated for compliance with the protection measures and 
management guidelines identified in the final Plan and EIR. Subsequent environmental analysis 
(CEQA documents or THPs) required to conduct activities at JDSF will, where appropriate, rely on 
“tiering” and incorporate all, or parts, of the final EIR and Plan by reference to avoid repetitive 
analysis and discussions, and to focus on site-specific information (CCR §15152). All activities will be 
subject to the constraints and mitigations identified in the final EIR and Plan. In that the DEIR does 
not authorize or approve any of these future projects and the projects located within JDSF will be 
subject to the constraints found in the ADFFMP and DEIR the level of analysis is sufficient for a 
programmatic EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 132 
The DEIR does not find that all impacts of timber harvest are fully mitigated.  Where the potential for 
significant impacts is found, those impacts are mitigated to a level of less than significant. 
 
See also the response to the Patrick Higgins DEIR comment letter (see e-mailed comment letter E-26 
in Section IV); see specifically the responses to comments 27 and 28. 
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Similar concerns about past rate of harvest and future harvest intensity were expressed by James 
Strittholt.  See the response to his DEIR comment letter (see e-mailed comment letter E-25); see 
specifically the response to comment 32.   
 
Response to Comment 133   
The DEIR is programmatic and not designed to evaluate detailed impacts from individual future 
timber harvest plans. However, it is anticipated that water temperatures will improve, in both the 
short- and long-term, under the management proposed under the DFMP and as mitigated under 
individual project level THPs. The forest management proposed under the DFMP will promote late 
seral conditions in the WLPZ in the 5 to 10 year period the commenter is concerned about as well as 
over the life of the Plan.  This should have the indirect benefit of maintaining and enhancing canopy 
cover as well as a positive effect on stream temperature, large woody debris presence and general 
streambank stability.  In addition, JDSF has a long-term effort to collect water quality data which is 
expected to facilitate an adaptive management approach (see Chapter 5, Adaptive Management and 
Monitoring, in the ADFFMP).   See also response to comment 67, second paragraph. 
 
Response to Comment 134 
The statement made in the RDEIR refers to reduced nutrient loadings compared to impacts from 
timber operations conducted in the 1980s and 1990s on JDSF, not for the period from approximately 
2000 to the present when logging has essentially ceased due to repeated legal challenges to the 
JDSF Management Plan and DEIR.  It is illogical to compare nutrient loading from the proposed 
alternative to that which has occurred without timber harvesting occurring on JDSF.  Based on the 
court rulings regarding management at JDSF, the 1983 Management Plan is the plan that is currently 
operative on JDSF, although all harvesting under that plan is enjoined.  Harvesting during the 1980s 
and 1990s was carried out consistent with this plan.  Thus, harvesting during that period is an 
appropriate benchmark for comparison of future logging. 
 
Response to Comment 135   
The discussion of large woody debris (LWD) in the Cumulative Effects section (VIII) of the DEIR is 
substantively supported by more detailed discussion in the Aquatic Resources section (VII.6.1).  For 
aquatic resources as well as other resource areas, the cumulative effects section builds on and 
integrates the contents of the individual resource analysis sections.  In addition to discussing the 
importance of LWD as an in-stream fish habitat element, the aquatics section of the DEIR provides a 
large quantity of existing information on the amount of LWD present in streams and information in 
how past actions have influenced those levels.  The DEIR specifically discusses how historic harvest 
and previous misguided efforts to “clear” streams has resulted in a deficit of LWD (i.e., resulted in an 
adverse cumulative effect) on JDSF and the larger cumulative effects assessment area in general.  
Information on LWD loading of JDSF streams is provided in section VII.6.1.3.  Regional and JDSF 
information on LWD loading and recruitment is provided on DEIR pages VII.6.1-34 to 37. Additional 
stream-specific information on LWD also is provided.  Finally, the DEIR also describes several 
restoration projects that have been implemented in recent years to add large woody debris to streams 
on JDSF.   
 
The descriptions of the LWD provisions for the ADFFMP (see DEIR sections VII.6.1.11 through 
VII.6.1.14), including the Additional Management Measure for Large Woody Debris Survey, 
Recruitment, and Placement, make it clear how the Plan and future projects implemented under it will 
lead to increased LWD in the JDSF streams over time.  These provisions include management of 
Class I and II Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones (WLPZs) for development of late seral forest, 
which over time will provide the large sized LWD that will persist the longest in streams and provide 
the best in-stream habitat function.  The provisions also favor LWD recruitment by prohibiting salvage 
logging in WLPZs. The Additional Management Measure for Large Woody Debris Survey, 
Recruitment, and Placement (see DEIR page VII.6.1-97 to -98) provides a specific, literature-based 
target metric for the desired level of LWD in JDSF streams, directs that surveys be done (either 
programmatically or at the THP level) to determine whether this metric is met, and specific steps that 
are to be taken where the target is not met.   
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In short, the DEIR/RDEIR and ADFFMP provide a thorough discussion of cumulative effects with 
respect to the current deficit of LWD found on many JDSF stream reaches, and they establish LWD 
recruitment procedures and goals that have a clear target metric and a clear process for their 
implementation and achievement of increase levels of LWD.  The Monitoring and Adaptive 
Management Program (ADFFMP Chapter 5) addresses LWD as a component of Instream Conditions 
and Fisheries.   
 
By increasing in-stream LWD over time, the ADFFMP will improve in-stream fisheries habitat.  These 
habitat improvements have the potential to support larger salmonid populations.  How these improved 
habitat conditions will translate into improved fish population numbers and biomass is clearly 
dependent on factors beyond those related to timber operations on JDSF.  These factors include 
short-term ocean conditions (such as El Niños) and longer term shits in ocean climate (such as the 
Pacific Decadal Oscillation), as well as changes in ocean harvest (fishing) rates. These influences 
contribute to year-to-year variability, as well as longer term fluctuations in population levels.  These 
factors are beyond the scope of the DEIR and RDEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 136 
The DEIR includes an analysis of potential sediment effects upon water quality that includes a 
discussion of past impacts, current conditions and observed trends, future potential projects, and 
proposed mitigation.  The comment does not take note of the analysis found in various other sections 
of the DEIR, including Section VII.7 and VII.10. The assessment includes citation of multiple local 
watershed studies and their relationship to proposed management and expected results, and a 
discussion of how research has helped to formulate practices and mitigation.  The assessment 
includes the modeling of planned and potential land management, and expected level of impact 
resulting from that management.  The analysis of potential impacts of sediment upon the fishery can 
be found in Section VII.6.1. 
 
Response to Comment 137 
See responses to comments 101 and 102. 
 
The DEIR (see sections VII.8, VIII.5, and Appendix 13) and RDEIR (III.8, and IV.4) specifically 
address the potential for cumulative effects from herbicide use and found that a significant impact 
would not occur.  
 
The comment focuses on the argument that one cannot simply say the additional effect of the 
proposed project will be small in order to claim there will be no cumulative effect.  This is correct.  The 
comment cites the DEIR’s information that forestry use of herbicides is a small percentage of total 
county herbicide use as an indication that the DEIR is making an inappropriate analysis.  This 
conclusion is incorrect and the DEIR’s analysis is more sophisticated than this.  The critical points 
with respect to herbicide cumulative effects for JDSF are (1) what are the amounts of herbicide being 
used on JDSF watersheds, (2) is there any indication that there is currently a significant accumulation 
of herbicides in the affected environment,  and (3) is there is an opportunity for herbicide effects to 
accumulate over time and space.   
 
Herbicide Usage on JDSF Watersheds   The amounts of herbicides used on JDSF watersheds are 
small.  As the data in the DEIR indicate, forestry use of herbicides is a small percentage of total 
county usage, with agriculture being the largest use by far.  As discussed in the DEIR, agricultural 
land comprises less than one percent of the cumulative effects assessment area.  The information 
below updates the herbicide use information provided in the DEIR and serves to further support its 
arguments about the lack of potential for significant herbicide-related cumulative effects. 
 
The table that follows lists forestry use relative to county-wide pesticide use for the last three years 
available. It shows that forestry use has declined from the 2002 use (18,706 lbs and 15,561 acres, 
DEIR Table VII.8.5, page VII.8-9) and typically accounts for approximately ½ of one percent of total 
pesticide use in the County by weight, despite the extensive forestlands (there are 925,721 acres of 
forestland in the county as compared to 72,179 acres of agricultural lands, per county land use 
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information, presented in DEIR Table VII.1.1). County-wide pesticide use has declined in these last 
three years as well, when measured by weight.  Forestry related herbicide treatments were 
implemented on approximately 1/3 of one percent of the county land base.   
 
A more local area, bracketing JDSF lands on the north and south, comprised of approximately 
266,600 acres was identified using township and range. The area was not extended to the east as 
this is a different watershed with different land uses; to the west is the ocean. For these lands 
surrounding JDSF, past forestry and timberland herbicide usage use varied annually from 74 percent 
to 35 percent of total pounds used within this smaller area. The annual variation in use ties to the fact 
that the major forestry use in this area, reforestation, typically occurs only once or twice per stand 
rotation (~45-80 years) on a given area. Note that for the most recent data (2005), forestry 
applications occurred on less than one percent of the listed land area  surrounding JDSF.  
 

Pesticide Use Patterns in Mendocino County Relative to Forestry Use 

Analysis Area Year 

Pounds of 
All 

Pesticides 
Applied 

Pounds of   
Pesticides 
Applied for 
Forestry & 
Timberland 

Applications 

Fraction of 
Total 

Pesticide 
use for 

Forestry & 
Timberland 

Applications 

Acres of 
Forest & 

Timberland 
Treated* 

Acres of 
Forest & 

Timberland 
Treated as 
Fraction of 
Total Acres 
Examined 

2003 1,475,689 10,032 0.68% 9,277 0.37%

2004 1,162,903 5,189 0.45% 6,255 0.25%

Mendocino 
County 

(2,482,050 
acres) 2005 1,213,174 6,287 0.52% 9,382 0.38%

2003 5,389 3,976 73.79% 2,673 1.00%
2004 3,659 1,298 35.48% 1,414 0.53%

JDSF and 
Neighboring 

Areas 
(266,600 acres) 2005 4,256 1,724 40.49% 2,244 0.84%
* Reports may count acreage more than once if more than one pesticide has been applied. For the 
county-wide numbers not enough information was available to remove duplicate acres. For the 
JDSF and neighboring areas, the acres that were obviously duplicated for a given location were 
removed.  
Source:  DPR website and DPR staff, October 2007. 

 
 

Evidence of Existing Significant Cumulative Effects   There is no basis in existing information that 
indicates there has been any significant accumulation of herbicides in the affected environment.   
 
Potential for Accumulation of Herbicide Impacts   The foregoing indicated that the amount of 
herbicides used in the vicinity of JDSF is small.  The effects of this small amount of herbicide use to 
accumulate over time and space with the anticipated use of herbicides on JDSF under the proposed 
ADFFMP are not expected to be significant.  For adverse cumulative effects to occur, the prior use 
effects would have to persist and combine with present and future potential effects. The small level of 
herbicide use in the JDSF area, the low level of herbicide use that will occur on JDSF under the 
management plan, and the fact that these treatments are dispersed across the landscape over space 
and time provides one indictor that the opportunity for impact accumulation is low.   
 
Forestry-related herbicide use does not typically occur repeatedly in any given area or location.  The 
herbicides most commonly used in forest management applications degrade fairly quickly, as noted in 
the information provided in DEIR Appendix 13. These products do not tend to bioaccumulate (build up 
and concentrate over time) in living organisms.  The potential for herbicides to accumulate over time.   
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Mechanisms for movement of herbicides include drift via wind, surface water, and groundwater. 
Standard herbicide application practices avoid application when wind is capable of moving herbicide 
off target. No aerial application will be conducted.  Herbicides will be applied directly on target 
vegetation by use of a backpack pump sprayer, thus minimizing potential for drift.  This type of 
application results in little to no atomization of herbicide with potential for wind dispersal.   Various 
measures are used to ensure that application of herbicides does not result in herbicide contamination 
of surface waters.  Buffers and methods of application are effective mechanisms used to address this 
potential. Movement of herbicide into ground water typically occurs via the soil. Any herbicide 
movement is related to the period of time in which the herbicide persists in the soil, and whether it's 
chemical properties result in transport through soil or binding to soil particles. These two attributes are 
noted in DEIR Appendix 13 for each herbicide.   
 
The Board has determined that cumulative impacts related to herbicide use are not expected to 
occur. 
 
 
Other CEQA Analysis  
 
Response to Comment 138  
The Board continues to find that there are no significant unavoidable impacts associated with 
adopting the ADFFMP. 
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Table for Response to Comment 91:  Rationale for Identifying Species with No Potential for 
Significance Effects Under Any Alternative and Therefore Not Addressed in Detail in the JDSF 
EIR.   

Species 

Project Area 
Occurrence and 

Habitats 
Basis for Determination of 

Effects 

Impacts and 
Significance of 

Plan Alternatives 
Pomo bronze 
shoulderband 
snail 

Found on lands 
adjacent to JDSF.  
Associated with  dense 
redwood forest in 
riparian habitats and 
other mesic areas. 

All current old growth forest 
habitats protected.  Riparian 
habitats to be managed to 
increase late successional 
character. 

Minor or no direct 
effects.  Potential for 
habitat enhance-
ment. 

Overall effects less 
than significant 

Fringed myotis 
Long-legged 

  myotis  

Pacific big- 

  eared bat 

No reported 
occurrences on or 
adjacent to JDSF. 
Breeding and roosting 
uses are mostly 
associated with 
building, caves, but 
may use hollow trees 
and other substrates   

Breeding and roosting 
habitat will not be affected.  
Rangewide declines likely 
associated with disturbance 
at roosting and nesting sites 
(Williams (1986).  Species 
are not likely to be sensitive 
to vegetation treatment with 
protection and creation of 
large snags.  Old growth 
habitat with large snags to 
be protected and extent of 
late successional forest to 
be increased on JDSF 

Little or no effects 
on species or 
habitat.  Impacts 
less than significant, 
likely beneficial over 
long term 

Great Blue  

     Heron 

Great Egret, 
Double-crested  

     Cormorant 

Species are not known 
to regularly occur, but 
are observed 
occasionally onsite or 
are present on 
adjacent lands.   

Species populations are 
stable or increasing in the 
state.  If they occur at JDSF, 
they are localized. Existing 
FPR nest site protections 
applied on a project level 
during timber harvest are 
effective.  Nesting habitat 
may improve through 
riparian management 

Less-than 
significant; 
potentially beneficial 
in the long-term 

Northern Harrier Primarily a species of 
wetlands and 
grasslands. Seldom 
use shrub or forested 
areas, even following 
even aged timber 
harvest.  No known 
occurrences on or 
adjacent to JDSF, but 
winters and may breed 
in grasslands on 
nearby Coastal plain. 

Likely occurs only as an 
irregular or localized migrant 
or wintering species. Uses 
grassland and other very 
open areas (e.g Keiffer 
1993) generally on flatter 
terrain, which are limited at 
JDSF  JSDF of low 
importance to species.   

No impacts 
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Species 

Project Area 
Occurrence and 

Habitats 
Basis for Determination of 

Effects 

Impacts and 
Significance of 

Plan Alternatives 
Sharp-shinned 
Hawk 

Known to occur Species has increased 
substantially through most 
of its range (Sauer et al. 
2005). Not considered a 
state species of special 
concern (SSC) in draft 
revision of SSC list 
(Shuford, in prep.).  Readily 
uses younger forest stands. 

Less than significant 
or no impact 

Merlin No reported 
occurrences of the 
species on or adjacent 
to JDSF, although 
likely occurs in low 
density.  Uses open 
areas and edge 
habitats for foraging.  
A wintering species 
only. 

Former threat was pesticide 
contamination (Remsen 
1978).  Species has 
increased over most of 
breeding range (Sauer et al. 
2005), so likely has 
increased as a wintering 
species in California.  Not 
considered a SSC in draft 
revision of list (Shuford, in 
prep.) Likely not limited by 
wintering habitat  

No impact. 

Tricolored 
Blackbird 

No occurrences; found 
locally on adjacent 
lands.  Requires 
combination of marsh 
or wet meadow with 
dense cover 
(frequently blackberry) 
for nesting with 
grassland for foraging 

Limited marsh and meadow 
habitat at JDSF will not 
affected by management 
actions.  Not known to 
forage in forested habitat, 
even recently cleared areas.  
Few breeding records in 
Mendocino County (Keiffer 
1993, Beedy and Hamilton  

Less than significant 
or no impact 

Yellow-breasted 
Chat 

Known to occur on 
adjacent lands. Uses 
well-developed riparian 
areas dominated by 
hardwoods.  Likely to 
be locally distributed if 
present 

Suitable habitats will be 
protected through riparian 
management 

Less than significant 
or no impact  
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Mailed Letter P-178 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Please see General Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
See General Response 8. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
See General Response 14. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
See General Response 11 and 13. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
See General Response 10.  Even-age stand structure is not limited to stands created by even-age 
silvicultural practices.  Naturally occurring disturbance events, such as fires or landslides, create 
forest openings that often develop into even-age stands.  Even-age management practices as 
implemented on JDSF will not result in a “plantation style tree farm”.  Rather they will be used to 
create a varied landscape with a mosaic of habitat types. 
 
The ADFFMP restricts the use of even-aged timber management to up to 26% of the land base.  The 
remainder of the forested areas will utilize uneven-aged management.  The areas designated to allow 
even-aged management may include uneven-aged management as well.  In addition, where even-
aged prescriptions are applied, there will be a goal to retain important habitat elements such as LWD, 
snags, and individual trees with structural characteristics that provide habitat value, such as broken 
tops.  Even-aged management as practiced on the Jackson Demonstration State Forest will generally 
produce stands with more than one canopy layer, consisting of a main canopy layer of trees grown to 
the designated rotation age, and an overstory of a few to several trees per acre retained from the 
previous stand to provide a legacy of wildlife habitat elements.  
 
Response to Comment 6 
The ADFFMP represents significant advancement in the management practices aimed at protection 
and restoration of environmental resources.  One of the primary goals of the JDSF Management Plan 
is to achieve net improvements of conditions over time in comparison to existing conditions. The 
current plan is based on a monitoring and adaptive management feedback system.  Goals are set for 
desired future conditions and monitoring is utilized to provide feedback regarding the effectiveness of 
management strategies in achieving those goals.  Subsequent management actions will be modified 
as necessary in response to the results that are observed.  Implementation of the ADFFMP is not 
expected to cause significant adverse environmental impacts (please see the analysis performed for 
the EIR).  See also General Response 11, 12 and 14. 
 
The legislative mandate that led to the creation of JDSF requires that the forest is actively managed 
as a demonstration of forest management.  It is protected from land use conversion, but it will not be 
managed as a preserve due to the fact that this would be inconsistent with current legislation and 
Board policy.  
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Mailed Letter P-179  
 
Response to Comment 1 
Comment noted.  The Board and Department went to great lengths to ensure the quality and 
completeness of the 2005 DEIR and 2007 RDEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
Comment noted.  The Board believes that the balanced achieved in Alternative G and the 
Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan based on Alternative G provides a desirable 
balance among multiple factors, including those mentioned in the comment.  This balance is 
represented by the goals established in the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan, as 
well as the detailed measures the Plan contains. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The Board has formulated and proposed to adopt an Administrative Draft Final Forest Management 
Plan, based on Alternative G, which includes elements of several of the alternatives.  The Board has 
determined that the implementation of Alternative G will achieve the goal of maximum sustained 
production.  Alternative G results in a higher level of short-term harvest than Alternative A, E, and F.  
It is estimated that the short-term annual harvest will vary between 20 and 25 million board feet per 
year.  The Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan does not propose to establish a lower 
limit upon harvest level, but the Board has provided that the short-term harvest not exceed 35 million 
board feet per year.  While the upper harvest limit is constrained in the short-term, continued 
assessment of stand development and growth and yield, over the longer-term is likely to result in an 
increasing inventory and level of harvest. 
 
Responsibilities for JDSF to achieve maximum sustained production of high quality timber products 
(MSP) are found in several places in the Public Resources Code (PRC) and Board policies.  The 
Forest Practice Act establishes the overall intent to regulate the use of timberlands to assure that: 
 

The goal of maximum sustained production of high-quality timber products is 
achieved while giving consideration to values relating recreation, watershed, 
wildlife, range and forage, fisheries, regional economic vitality, employment, and 
aesthetic enjoyment, [PRC § 4513(b)]. 

 
 
Specifically relevant to JDSF, the theme of achieving maximum sustained timber production “while 
giving consideration to...” is repeated in Public Resources Code (PRC) §§ 4639 and 5651 and in the 
Board Policy on timber management on the Demonstration State Forests (Policy 0351.4).     
 
The DEIR (page VII.6.3-40 and Table VII.6.3.9) discusses the issue of whether the alternatives 
considered would result in significant environmental impacts with respect to the achievement of MSP.  
The focus of the analysis is ensuring that harvest does not exceed growth. The tradeoff between 
current timber production vs. greater long-term accrual of timber inventories is discussed.   Table 
VII.6.3.7 in the DEIR or Table III.7 in the RDEIR indicate that lower levels of first decade annual 
harvest correspond to higher levels of long-term sustained yield. 
 
More generally, the Board, as other land managers, has substantial discretion in determining the 
consideration to be given to the listed nontimber values while implementing the direction for maximum 
sustained production of high quality forest products.   
 
Response to Comment 4 
The harvest levels and silvicultural systems contained in Alternative C1 and in the Administrative 
Draft Final Forest Management Plan, which is based on Alternative G, reflect a variety of 
considerations, including existing statutory and policy direction for the management of JDSF, the 
need for maintaining a wide variety of forest stand conditions over space and time to provide highly 
varied research opportunities, protection of a range of environmental values (e.g., providing late seral 
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or older forest habitat conditions), and public concerns regarding the management of this public 
forest.  Within areas that are to be managed to demonstrate high levels of sustained timber 
production, both inventory and harvest are expected to increase in the long-term, due to application of 
intensive forest management principles. 
 
Alternatives C1 and G provide significant flexibility, within their frameworks, for professional forest 
managers to provide stand-appropriate treatments for addressing management concerns such as 
forest health.  The frameworks of these alternatives, such as spatial assignments of areas that may 
receive different kinds of silvicultural treatments or overall goals for forest structure conditions, help to 
ensure that a varied forest landscape is provided for research and demonstration.  At the same time, 
assignment of general treatment types (e.g., unevenaged management) at the watershed level 
provides research units that have undergone consistent treatment types, which may then be 
compared to watershed research units that have received other treatment types (e.g., a mix of 
evenaged and unevenaged management). 
 
While aggressive stand treatment, under certain circumstances, has the potential to provide the 
opportunity to increase stand health and vigor, passive or light management also has potential to 
improve forest health in many instances.  JDSF will be managed to demonstrate and test a broad 
range of forest management approaches for the benefit of private forest landowners. 
 
The application of even-aged management has been constrained by Alternative G in consideration of 
its potential to produce various effects.  While the Board generally agrees that management systems 
are most appropriately determined and applied by professional foresters at the local level, some level 
of restriction on even-aged management was deemed necessary in order to provide a base level of 
protection against impacts associated with aesthetics, habitat, and watershed resources.  It is the 
Board’s hope that research and demonstration over the coming decade will help to determine the 
potential for impacts associated with various forms of management. 
 
The Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan is expected to remain in effect for the next 10 
to 15 years.  In the event that unforeseen forest health issues arise during this period, the 
management staff is free to come before the Board and request that the management plan be 
reconsidered.  The Plan can be modified, through either the standard five-year plan review process 
called for in Board policy (Board Policy 0351.10) or through more immediate plan amendments 
brought to the Board by the Department.  It is somewhat speculative at this point to attempt to predict 
the circumstances that may develop which would make this reconsideration a possibility, but both the 
Board and the Department have this option available at all times. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
The Board agrees that there is potential utility in the PTEIR process for JDSF.  It is also the Board's 
desire to see the Forest back in full operation in the near future. The Board will consider the potential 
for a PTEIR for JDSF during the coming years, as advisory entities provide implementation and policy 
advice during the interim period. 
 
The process used for development of the management plan for JDSF, including the DEIR, RDEIR, 
Draft Forest Management Plan and Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan have 
substantial similarity to the PTEIR process.  Specifically: 
 
 a detailed, long-term management plan is prepared and is the “project” for the purpose of the 

CEQA process; 
 alternatives to Forest Practice Rule standards can be developed which provide equal or better 

protection to the resource that may be affected; 
 analysis demonstrates that impacts of implementation will be less than significant per CEQA and 

other relevant laws; 
 a separate THP process is required at the timber harvest project level, with the environmental 

analysis relying substantially on the EIR document; 
 projects conducted are within the scope of the EIR document; 
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 all CEQA processes must be followed, including provision of opportunity for public input. 
 
Also, we note that the Board and Department have previously participated in the development of a 
PTEIR as a demonstration project.  This was the PTEIR developed for a range of fuels treatment 
prescriptions in the Meadow Vista community of Placer County.   
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Mailed Letter P-180 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The ability of JDSF staff to enforce all applicable rules and regulations is limited by a combination of 
the amount and form of illegal activity, the size of the staff, level of law enforcement training, and 
available budget.  It is recognized that illegal activity occurs, and not all of this activity can be 
prevented.  However, the local staff does what it can to limit and curtail this form of activity within the 
Forest.   
 
JDSF is open to public access and recreation.  While most visitors to the Forest abide by all 
applicable rules and regulations, some do not.  It is illegal to damage the Forest roads, to litter the 
Forest, and to light fires in unauthorized locations.  Damage caused by illegal activity is ultimately the 
responsibility of the person or persons conducting this illegal activity.   
 
CAL FIRE employs staff dedicated to law enforcement, but this limited staff is incapable of preventing 
all illegal activity, especially after nightfall and on weekends when the majority of the staff is not at 
work.  The few trained law enforcement personnel are incapable of preventing all illegal activity.  
However, when individuals are encountered who are breaking the law, they are dealt with 
appropriately. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
This discharge of firearms within JDSF must comply with applicable regulations.  Many forms of 
shooting can be conducted legally, but limits apply, such as distances from roads and residences, 
campgrounds, and other places of concentrated public use. Regulations apply to the discharge of 
firearms within JDSF.  CAL FIRE enforces these regulations when individuals are encountered who 
are breaking the law.  An increase in signage relative to shooting regulation may reduce the incidence 
of illegal shooting that occurs, but this is somewhat speculative.  The management plan does not 
propose to alter shooting provisions or shooting regulation within the Forest, but does propose to 
increase the level of signage relative to recreational uses. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
JDSF staff devotes a considerable amount of time, effort, and expense to the pickup and disposal of 
refuse dumped illegally within the Forest, contrary to the stated concern.  A clean-up staff of three 
part-time employees, often in combination with a heavy equipment operator and a conservation camp 
crew, has loaded and hauled hundreds of cubic yards of illegally-dumped refuse from the Forest, in 
addition to dozens of abandoned automobiles, travel trailers, and miscellaneous household 
appliances.  This is an on-going activity, conducted in response to illegal dumping within the Forest.   
 
Burning in unauthorized areas is a violation of law.  
 
Response to Comment 4 
The Department of Forestry and Fire Protection posts the level of fire danger at all fire stations, and at 
additional locations along public highways.  Additional signage may have limited potential reduce the 
incidence of illegal burning of vegetation within the Forest, but this is somewhat speculative.  The 
Board believes that most of the individuals who make fires illegally are well aware of the law, which is 
why most of the illegal burning occurs at night.    
 
Response to Comment 5 
The Department actively inspects and removes trash concentrations along roadways and in other 
places where dumping tends to occur.  These trash concentrations are examined for evidence of toxic 
materials.  When these materials are encountered, they are properly disposed of.  The County 
Department of Public Health is contacted whenever an unidentified and potentially toxic substance is 
encountered. 
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Response to Comment 6 
The Board agrees that improved signage may help reduce the incidence of illegal activity within the 
Forest, and an increase in signage has been proposed in the management plan. 
 
Response to Comment 7 
While posting employees at the entrances to the Forest for substantial periods of time may have 
potential to reduce illegal activity, the Department does not have sufficient staffing or budget to 
devote to this effort.  The Board believes that most of the illegal dumping that occurs is due to an 
effort to avoid high dump fees on the part of the participants, not due to lack of knowledge concerning 
the location of legal waste management facilities. 
 
Response to Comment 8 
The death of individual trees within the Forest has not been linked to the phenomenon of global 
warming.  Individual tree mortality is a natural occurrence within the Forest, particularly due to the 
density and age class structure of many of the stands.  Dead trees have demonstrated value as 
habitat for wildlife.  The Department of Fish and Game encourages the retention of dead trees within 
the Forest.  While dead trees may be more prone to burning, the extent of mortality within JDSF is not 
expected to result in significant impacts related to fire hazard. 
 
Response to Comment 9 
Live trees consume carbon dioxide and release oxygen into the atmosphere.  The forests of JDSF 
are growing and productive, and the level of carbon sequestration is increasing.  A sustainable 
harvest of timber can be maintained while continuing to grow and sustain a healthy forest.  Significant 
impacts related to global oxygen supply are not expected to occur. JDSF will produce a net ozygen 
benefit over time.  A detailed discussion of landslides and erosion, including management goals, 
proposed management actions, potential impacts, and mitigation measures, can be found in section 
VII.7 of the DEIR. Significant impacts are not expected to occur. 
 
Response to Comment 10 
It is the intent of management to maintain and create intact ecosystems.  Protection of wildlife, 
restoration and protection of ecosystems, and of Native American sites are important elements of the 
management plan, and are considered when timber harvesting is being planned and implemented.  
Please see DEIR Sections VII.6 and VII.9 for the assessment of potential impacts to ecosystems, 
wildlife, and heritage resources. 
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Mailed Letter P-181 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Please see General Response 2.  Desire for restoration to be the management focus for JDSF noted. 
Management of JDSF is guided by legislative statutes, regulations and Board policy.  While forest 
restoration is one of the main goals of the ADFFMP, it has not been adopted as the sole management 
goal. However, the ADFFMP represents significant advancement in the management practices aimed 
at protection and restoration of environmental resources.  One of the primary goals of the JDSF 
Management Plan is to achieve net improvements of conditions for natural resources over time in 
comparison to existing conditions. The current plan is based on a monitoring and adaptive 
management feedback system.  Goals are set for desired future conditions and monitoring is utilized 
to provide feedback regarding the effectiveness of management strategies in achieving those goals.  
Subsequent management actions will be modified as necessary in response to the results that are 
observed.  Implementation of the ADFFMP is not expected to cause any significant adverse 
environmental impacts.   
 
A detailed discussion of landslides and erosion, including management goals, proposed management 
actions, potential impacts, and mitigation measures, can be found in section VII.7 of the DEIR.  As 
part of the management plan special concern areas were identified, including those areas at high risk 
of slope failure. A Hillslope Management plan to provide for slope stability, including input from a 
Certified Engineering Geologist, will be utilized to reduce the risk of management related adverse 
impacts associated with landslides and surface erosion. See also General Response 13. 
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 Mailed Letter P-182 
 
Response to Comment    
Support of Alternative D noted. Alternative G was developed by blending the elements and 
management strategies of several Alternatives, including Alternative D. This includes accelerated 
implementation of the Road Management Plan, a reduction in the use of even-age management and 
clearcutting, a reduction in the planned timber harvest level, an increase in the area dedicated to 
development of late-seral forest conditions, an increase in resource protection and restoration 
measures, such as snag retention and LWD placement, and a management emphasis on research, 
demonstration and education. 
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